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Inquiries concerning the COW POX. 


* 


‘Tue curiofity ef the public has been lately 
gratified by the publication of the long-expected 
treatife of Dr. Jenner,* on an epizootic difeafe, 
commonly known to dairy farmers by the name 
of the Cow Pox. This diftemper of Cows has 
been noticed, time immemorial, in many pro- 
vincial fituations, where it has been alfo obfer- 
ved to have been communicated from thefe dif- 
eafed animals to the perfons who milk them. 
In the work juft {poken of feveral faéts are rela- 
ted, which feem tolet newlight into the nature of 
the animal ceconomy, and to exhibit a near prof- 
pect of moft important benefits in the practice 
of phyfic. But as fome of thefe faéts do not 
accord, nay, as they are at variance in effential 


* An Inquiry into the caufes and effects of the Variole 
vaccine, &c, or the Cow Pox, by Edward Jenner, M. D. 
F.R.S. &c, 4to. London, 1798. 
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particulars with thofe to which they are neareft 
related, the truth of them is rather invalidated 
than confirmed by analogy; hence the teftimony 
of a fingle obferver, however experienced, and 
worthy to be credited, it is apprehended is infuf- 
ficient for procuring fuch faéts a general accep- 
tance. But granting that the facts fhould be 
generally admitted, without hefitation, to be true 
in the inftances which have fallen under the no- 
tice of the writer of the above work, the more ju- 
dicious part of the medical profeffion will re- 
quire the obfervations to be derived from much 
more extenfive and varied expericnce, in order 
to appreciate, juftly, the value of the practical 
conclufions. Hence there appears but little like- 
lihood of improvements in practice being made, 
unlefs the fubje&t be inveftigated by many in- 
quirers, and the attention of the public at large 
be kept excited. I do not think that it is necef- 
fary for me to explain the various modes, and 
point out the fituations in which inquiries may 
be profecuted. Thefe I fuppofe will, without 
difficulty, be underftood by perufing Dr. Jen- 
ner’s treatife. I hope I fhall not be contidered 
as afluming too much in recommending, not 

nly thofe of the profeffion of phyfic, but dairy 
farmers, and others who refide in the country, 
0 colleét the faéts‘on the fubje&t, which have 
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hitherto fallen under notice, only in a cafual 
way. From fuch a procedure, it is reafonable 
to calculate that the acquifition of eftablifhed 
truths will be greatly accelerated, or error will 
be exploded. 

Agreeably to the preceding reprefentation, I 
go forward to examine the evidence of the prin- 
cipal facts, afferted in the publication on the 
Cow Pox; and to ftate what farther evidence I 
have derived from my own experience, and from 
the communications of a number of profeffional 
gentlemen, of unfufpeéted veracity, and un- 
doubted accuracy. 

Perhaps it may be right to declare, that I 
entertain not the moft diftant expectation of 
participating the fmalleft fhare of honour, on 
the fcore of difcovery of facts. ‘The honour 
on this account, by the jufteft title, belongs ex- 
-Clufively to Dr. Jenner ; and I would not pluck a 
{prig of laurel from the wreath that decorates 
his brow. 


This declaration I can prove to demonttra- 
tion*, 1s utterly fuperfluous for this gentleman 


* On fhewing to Dr. Jenner the original paper which I read, 
as a Lecture on the Cow Pox, and which furnifhes the 
principal materials of this differtation, he feemed only an- 


xious that I fhould not think it important enough for publi- 
cation, 
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himfelf, but I am not confident that it is alto- 
gether without ufe, to exempt me from the fuf- 
picions which certain members of the profeflion 
(with whom I will have no fellowfhip) would 
be anxious to excite. 

The firft fact in order which fhall examine, 
may be ftated in the following terms : 


I. Perfons who have undergone the 
SPECIFIC FEVER azd LOCAL DIS- 
EASE, occafioned by the Cow-Pox in- 
fettion, communicated in the accidental 
ae (who had not undergone the Small 


Pox,) are thereby rendered unfufceptible 
iF the Small Pox. 


To eftablith this important fact, Dr. Fenner 
has related (p.g to 26) about twenty inftances 
of inoculation of the Small Pox, of perfons 
who were known to have gone through the Cow 
Pox, but not one of them took the Small Pox 
in this way; nor by afflociating, afterwards, 
with patients labouring under this difeafe. The 
permanency of the inexcitability of the con- 
ftitution.to the Small Pox, was manifefte ed 
by fome of the inftances being perfons who 
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had been affected with the Cow Pox twenty,’ 
thirty, forty, and even fifty-three years before. 
It muft not be fuppofed that the faét is fupport- 
ed by merely thefe twenty inftances; which 
were felected for illuftration; for Dr. Jenner 
having refided in Gloucefterfhire twenty’ 
years, in which county the Cow Pox 1s fre-. . 
quently epizootic, feveral hundred. inftances. 
muft have fallen under his own obfervation, or 
that of his acquaintance, of perfons not taking 
the Small Pox, who had gone through the Cow 
Pox. Dr. Jenner appears to have been occu- 
pied for a long time in afcertaining this fa. 
And to prove that he has an extraordinary 
claim to credit on that account, I will men-. 
tion the following occurrence. When I was in. | 
company with the late Mr. John Hunter, about 
nine years ago, I heard him communicate the 
information he had received from Dr. Jenner, 
that in Gloucefterfhire an infectious diforder fre- 
quently prevailed among the Milch Cows, na- 
med the Cow Pox, in which there was an erup- — 
“tion on their teats—that thofe who milked fuch, 
Cows were liable to be affected with puftulous 
eruptions on their hands, which were alfo called 
the Cow Pox,—-that fuch perfons as had under- 
gone this difeafe, could not be infeéted by the 
variolous poifon,—and that as no patient had been 


Liste. pal 


known to die of the Cow Pox, the practice of 
inoculation of the poifon of this difeafe, to fu- 
perfede the Small Pox, might be found, on ex- 
perience, to be a great rmprovement in phyfic. 

I noted thefe obfervations, and conftantly re- 
Jated them, when on the fubject of the Small 
Pox, in every courfe of lectures which I have 
given fince that time. 

This fa& has been mentioned in two publica- 
tions: namely, by Mr. Adams, * in his book on 
Morbid Poifons, &c. in 17953 and by Dr. 
Woodville, in his Hiftory of Inoculation, in 
1796. | 

On converfing with Sir George Baker, Bart. 
concerning the Cow Pox, rendering people un- 


fufceptible of the variolous difeafe, Sir George 


* «¢ The Cow Pox is a difeafe well known to the dairy far- 
mers in Gloucefterfhire-—‘ What is extraordinary, as far as 
facts have hitherto been afcertained, the perfon who has been 
infeéted is rendered infenfible to the variolous poifon,”——— 


Adams on Morbid Poifons, 8vo. 1795, p. 156. 


+ “ Tt has been conjectured that the Small Pox might have 
been derived from fome difeafe of brute animals: and if it be 
true that the mange, affeting dogs, can communicate a {pe- 
cies of itch to man: or, that a perfon, having received a 
certain diforder from handling the teats of Cows, is thereby 
rendered infenfible to variolous infection ever afterwards, as 
fome have afferted ; then indeed the conjecture is not impro- 
bable.—Woodville, p. 7. 
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obferved, he had been informed of the fact, in 
fome papers, on the Cow Pox, communicated 
to him many years ago; but that as the ftatement 
did not then obtain credit, it was not publifhed. 
After a fruitlefs fearch for thefe papers, Sir 
George, whofe zeal for the improvement of 
Phyfic did not forfake him on this occafion, au- 
thorized me to write to his relative, the Rev. 
Herman Drewe, of Abbotts. From this gentle- 
man, who had availed himfelf of great opportu- 
nities of inquiring into the nature of the Cow 
Pox, when he refided in Dorfetfhire, I immedi- 
ately received anfwers in a very polite letter, to all 
the queries which I took the liberty of propo- 
fing. With regard to the fact under examina- 
tion, the information received from this gen- 
tleman is in thefe terms: ** Mr. Bragge,* who 
inoculated my parifh, rejoiced at having an cp- 
portunity of afcertaining the fat. Three wo- 
men had had the Cow Pox, he therefore char- 
ged them with a fuperabundance of matter, but 
to no purpofe; all his other patients, more than 
50, took the infection, but the three women 
were not in the leaft difordered, even though 
they aflociated conftantly with thofe who were 
infected, ‘Thirteen fimilar inftances I at that 


* Mr. Drewe’s Letter, Abbotts, July sth, 1798. 
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time, in that neighbourhood, afceriauied.” 
Mr. Drewe obferves, that the diforder <¢ is epi- 
zootic in Devonthire, Dorfetfhire, and Somer- 
fetthire, and there is no doubt that it is to be 
met with elfewhere, under the name of Cow 
Pox, or fome other denomination. When I 
made inquiries about the Cow Pox, I refided in 
Dorfetfhire, and gained all my information 
from a Mr. Downe, Surgeon, of Bridport, a 
Mr. Bragge, Surgeon, of Axminfter, and a 
Mr. Barnes, of Colyton (fince dead), I have not 
thought of the matter fince, and as my letters 
on the fubject have efcaped Sir George Baker’s 
{fearch, fo many particulars have my recollec- 
tion.” 

Dr. Pulteney* of Blandford, who did me 
the honour to anfwer the queftions which I 
troubled him with, informs me “ that the dif- 
eafe 1s well known in Hampfhire, Dorfetthire, 
Somerfetfhire, and Devenfhire. ‘That it is not 
uncommon in Leicefterfhire, and other midland 
counties: but dairy-men keep it a fecret as much 
as poffible, as itis difreputable to the cleanlinefs 
of the produce.—An intelligent and ref{pectable 
Inoculator in this country, informed me, that 
of feveral hundreds whom he had inoculated 


* Dr. Pulteney’s Letter, Blandford, July 14, 1793. 
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for the Small Pox, who had previoufly had 
the Cow Pox, very few took the infection; and 
fuch as did, he had great room to believe were 
themfelves deceived, in regard to their having 
had the Cow Pox.” 

I am deeply indebted for feveral letters on the 
fubject, totheRev. Hen. Ferome de Salis, D.D.*. 
ef] have theard,” fays he, ‘¢ a good deal of the 
‘Cow Pox inthis country. I have given a copy 
of your queftions to Mr. Heurtley, and another 
to Sir William Lee, and I dare fay, after a time 
this country will produce much information rela- 
tive to the Cow Pox. I have found that in this 
parith, (Wing) this diforder raged in one farm, 
but did not get beyond it, three years ago. A 
man who now works with me, was employed 
with three others in milking the’ Cows. None 
but himfelf had had the Small Pox, all three had 
‘the Cow Pox, but he quite efcaped it. One of 
thefe three is now in the parifh, and I will have 
him inoculated for the Small Pox. He was much 
ftruck with the refemblance of the fymptoms to 
thofe he had lately experienced in the Small Pox. 
Mr. Thomas Rhodes, a refpectable farmer and 

dairy-man at Abbots-Afton, (a parifh adjoining 


+ Dr. de Salis’ Letters, Wing, Bucks, July 20th, a5th, 
and 2gth, 1798. 


Cc 


[Mord 
to this) had the Cow Pox when he was a boy, 
and was afterwards inoculated for the Small Pox, 
without effect. As this is a cafe quite in point, 
‘and as I know the man perfe€tly well, and alfo 
know the inoculator, I will have all the parti- 
culars drawn up in the manner you may direct, 
and authenticated in the courfe of a few days. 
I have the name of a fervant of his father’s, who 
had the Cow Pox at the fame time that he had 
it. This man lives in the adjoining parifh of 
Soulbury, and if he has not had the Small Pox 
fince, I will have him inoculated after harveft.”’ 

In the dairy farm above mentioned, in which 
the Cow Pox raged three years ago, it had not 
appeared for the preceding fourteen or fifteen 
years. Two men were then infected, one of 
whom lives now at Aylefbury, and the other at 
Bufhy. For reafons which I will hereafter give 
you, I fhall inquire after the man at Aylefbury.” 

From Mr.-Downe,* Surgeon of Bridport, I 
have received fome important information. 

‘© ‘The Cow Pox is a diforder in Devonfhire 
as well as Dorfetfhire, but it fo rarely occurs, 
that the fources of information are very {canty. 
A few years ago, when I inoculated a great 
number for the Small Pox, I remarked that I 


* Mr. Downe’s Letter, Bridport, Auguft 1, 1798. 
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could not, by any means, infeét one or two of 
them, and on inguiry, I was informed they 
had previoufly been infeéted with the Cow Pox. 
Some few families who had been infected with 
the Cow Pox, were repeatedly inoculated with 
the matter of the Small Pox, and without effedt. 
I know that a medical man in this part of the 
country was injured in his pradtice, by a preju= 
dice raifed unjuftly, that he intended to fubft- 
tute the Cow Pox for the Small Pox. So great 
an enemy to improvement are the prejudices of 
the public in the country, that I think experi- 
ments of importance can only be made in hof- 
pitals. 

‘¢ A farmer’s * wife in this neighbourhood, 
her daughter, and two fons, were all employed 
in milking the Cows when this diforder pre- 
vailed among them. The mother had gone 
through the Small Pox in the natural way, but 
the others had never had the Small Pox. The - 
latter, viz. the two fons and daughter, were in- 
fefted from the Cows, and the mother conti- 
nued to milk them the whole time, without 
the leaft inconvenience. The daughter and two 
fons had a flight fever, and afterwards eruptions 
on the hands, by which they were much re- 


* Mr. Downe’s Second Letter, Bridport, Aug. 25, 1798. 
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lieved of théir fever. I had this account from 
one of the parties infected, and it may he de- 
pended upon. | 

About three years fince I inoculated between 
fix and feven hundred, and I recollect one or 
two of the number who could not be infected. 
On inguiry I found they had previoufly had the 
Cow Pox er 

The Rev. Fobu Smith of Wendover, to 
whom I owe many thanks for very willingly, 
at my requeft, taking upon himfelf the trouble 
of making inquiries in his neighbourhood, in- 
forms me* * that the high land of his parifh 
does not admit of dairying upon it, and the dairy 


farmers here know nothing of the Cow Pox. 


But Mr, Henderfon, the Surgeon in the parith, 
whofe practice takes him a little into the vale, 
tells me, that he has met with the difeafe, and 
that a few years ago he three times endeavoured 
to inoculate a lad, who had been ufed to milk- 
ing, but could only excite inflammation upon 
the arm, without any puftulous appearance, | 


And upon inquiry, he found the lad had pre- 


vioufly been affected with the Cow Pox. Mr. 
Woodman, a Surgeon at Aylefbury, had met 
with the difeafe among the Cow boys in the 


* Mr. Smith’s Letter, Vicarage, Wendover, Aug. 5; 1798. 
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valé. Mr. Grey, a Surgeon of Buckingharn, fays 
the diforder is common among the milkers in 
his neighbourhood. He had not been led to 
confider, particularly, the effects of the difeafe, 
but he remembers one boy poffefled of the idea, 


that he could not take the Small Pox by inocu- 


lation; becaufe he had had the Cow Pox, and 


that he could only excite redaefs upon the boy’s — 


arm. He thinks he recolleG@s cafes of boys 
having had the Small Pox, after having had the 


Cow Pox. The difeafe is not very notorious, © 


for I pafled fome days laft week with two intel- 
ligent farmers, one of them had kept 70 milch. 
Cows for many years paft, but knew nothing of 
the Cow Pox among his fervants. The other 
knew as little.” 

Mr. Gi ifard,* Surgeon of Gillingham, near 
Shaftfoury, has been fo good as to write to 
me on the fubject of the Cow Pox; he informs 
me ‘* That it is a difeafe more known in Dor- 
jetfhire than in moft other counties.” *¢ J laft 
winter,” fays he, ‘‘ inoculated three parifhes, 
and fome of the {ubjeéts told me they had had 
the Cow Pox, and that they fhould not take 
_ the Small Pox, but I defired to inoculate them. 
I did fo two or three times, but without effeé.” 


* Mr. Giffard’s Letter, Gillingham, Aug. 9, 1798. 
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~—‘¢ Perfons never take the Small Pox after they — 
have had the Cow Pox.” 

On Thurfday, June 14th laft, happening, with 
Mr. Lucas, Apothecary, to be on profeffional 
bufinefs at Mr. Willan’s farm, adjoining to the 
New Road, Marybone; which farm is appro- 
priated entirely for the fupport of from 800 to 
1000 milch Cows; I availed myfelf of that op- 
portunity to make inquiry concerning the Cow 
Pox. I was told it was a pretty frequent difeatfe 
among the Cows of that farm, efpecially in 
winter. ‘That it was fuppofed to arife from fud- 
den change from poor to rich food. It was alfo 
well known to the fervants, fome of whom had 
‘been affeéted with that malady, from milking 
the difeafed Cows. On inquiry, I found three 
of the men fervants, namely, Thomas. Edin- 
burgh, Thomas Grimthaw, and John Clarke, 
had been affected with the Cow Pox, but not 
with the Small Pox. I induced them to be 
inoculated for the Small Pox: and, with the view 
of afcertaining the efficacy of the variolous in- 
fection employed, William Kent. and Thomas 
Eaft, neither of whom had had either the Cow 
Pox or the Small Pox, were alfo inoculated. 

Three of thefe men, viz. Edinburgh, Eatt, and 
Kent, were inoculated in each arm with perhaps a 
larger incifion, and more matter, than ufual, on 
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Sunday, June 17th, by Mr. Lucas; and Dr. 
Woodville and myfelf were prefent. The matter 
was taken from a boy prefent, who had beenin- 
oculated 14 days before this time, and who was 
obligingly provided by Dr. Woodville. 


CASE. I. 


Thomas Edinburgh, aged 26 years, had lived 
at the farm the laft feven years. Had never had 
~ the Small Pox, nor Chicken Pox, nor any erup- 
tion refembling that of thefe difeafes, but the 

Cow Pox, which he was certainly affected with - 
- fix years ago. He was fo lame from ‘the erup- 
tion on the palm of the hands as to leave his 
employ, in order to be for fome time in a pub- 
lic hofpital; and he teftifed that his fellow- 
fervant, Grimfhaw, was at the fame time ill 
with the fame diforder. A cicatrix was feen on 
the palm of the hands, but none on any other 
part. He faid that for three days in the difeafe, 
he fuffered from pain) in the axilla, which were 
{wollen and foreto thetouch. According tothe 
patient’s defcription, the difeafe was uncommon- 
ly painful and of long continuance ; whether on 
account of the unufual thicknefs of the {fkin, 
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_ which was perceived by the lancet in inocula- 
tion, future obfervations may determine. 


Turrp Day.—Tuefday, 19th Fune. 


A flight elevation appeared on the parts ino- 
culated. No diforder was perceived of the con- 
ftitution, nor complaint made. 


f 


FirtH Day.—Thurfday, 21/. 


_ "The appearance on the part inoculated, of 
the left arm, was like that of a gnat bite, and 
Mr. Wackfel, Apothecary to the Small-Pox 
Hofpital, obferved that the inflammation feemed 
too rapid for that of the variolous infe¢ction, 
when it produces the Small Pox. On the 
other arm there had been a ‘little {cab, -which 
was rubbed off, leaving only a juft vifible red 
mark. ‘Nocomplaint was made. 


Ercuru Day.—Sunday, 24th. 


‘The inflammation on:the left arm had fub- 
ifided, and there was in place of it, a ttle fcab. 
‘The right arm as before. ‘Has remained quite 
well. 

Sent the patient with ‘Mr. Wackfel to the 
Small-Pox Hofpital, where:he was inoculated 
ca fecond time, with: matter from a _perfon.pre- 
fent, who then laboured under the Small Pox. 
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FourtuH Day after Second Inoculation, | 
Wednefduy, 27th. 


A little inflammation appeared on the part 
inoculated of one arm, but none of that of the 
other. Except fome flight pains and head ach 
on Monday laft, had remained quite well. 


Eicguta Day after Second Inoculation, 
Sunday, fuly tf. 


A little dry fcab was upon each part inocula- 
ted. No fymptoms of diforder had appeared. 


CASE. If. 


Thomas Grimfhaw, aged about 30 years. 
Had lived in town, at the farm only 7 weeks, 
but fix years ago alfo lived at this place, when he 
was affected with the Cowpox; and he teftified - 
that his fellow-fervant, Edinburgh, was at the 
fame time ill of the fame difeafe. Grimfhaw 
faid he had pains and forenefs on touching the 
axille during that illnefs, but he got much 
fooner well than Edinburgh. 

On Tuefday, the 19th June, Grimfhaw was 
inoculated in both arms, at the Smallpox Hof- 
D 
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pital, from a patient then ill of the Small- 
pox. 


TurrD Day.—Thurfday 21/2. 


A little inflammation and fluid appeared under 
a lens in the parts inoculated, as if the infection 
had taken effect. Remained quite well. 


SixTH Day.—Sunday 24th. 


Inflammation which had fpread near the parts 
inoculated has difappeared; and now nothing was 
feen but a dry fcab on them. Had not been 
at all difordered. He was inoculated this day a 
fecond time, as before, at the Smallpox Hof- 
pital. | 


FourtH Day.—Second f; noculation, 
Wednefday, “Fune 27th. ’ 


Not the leatt inflammation from the laft ino= 
culation, nor any complaint. 


Eircutu Day.—Second Inoculation, 
Sunday, “fuly ifr. 


Not the fmalleft inflammation from the ino« 
culation. Had remained quite well, 


es 


CASE IT, 


John Clarke, 26 years of age, had the Cow- 
pox ten years ago at Abingdon, where he was 
under the care of a medical praétitioner of that 
place. He was inoculated by Mr. Wackfel, at 
the Smallpox Hofpital, on Tuefday, June 19th, 
from a patient affected with the Smallpox. 


Tuirp Day.—Thurfday, Fune 21ft. 


There was inflammation, anda fluid in the parts 
inoculated; but thefe appearances were judged 
to be premature, with refpect to the Smallpox. . 


SixtTH Day.——Sunday, Fune 24th. 


The appearances of inflammation and fluid 
in the right arm, were fuch as to make it doubt-_ 
ful, whether or not the variolous infeétion 
had taken effect ; but there were no fuch ap- 
pearances on the left arm, the inflammation 
being gone. 

He was this day inoculated a fecond time at 
the Smallpox Hofpital, from a patient. 


\ 
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Eieutu Day after Second Inoculation, 
Sunday, Fuly ft. f 

No effe€&t but inflammation, and afterwards 
feftering, from the fecond inoculation. — 

The inflammation on the right arm, from 
the firft inoculation, went off in a day or two 
after the laft report. He had remained quite 
well in all refpects. ff } Pain 


CASE IV. 


William Kent, 30 years of age, had lived 
at Mr. Willan’s farm about 8 weeks. Had ne- 
ver laboured under the Smallpox, but faid he 
had gone through the Chickenpox; and he 
had been told that he had been affe&ted with. a 
diforder, which was fuppofed to be the Cow= 
pox, when he was 4 years of age. He was 
inoculated under the fame circumftances as 
Thomas Edinburgh, by Mr. Lucas, on Sunday, 
June 17th. on tae 


THIRD DAYs—Tue/day roth. 


‘The parts inoculated were fcarcely red, yet 
their appearance was fuch, when viewed under 
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a lens, as to render it probable the Smallpox 
would take place. Remained quite well. 


Firra Day.—Thurfday 21. 

The inoculated part of the left arm appeared 
red; and on viewing it with the magnifier, a little 
bladder was feen in the middle. The fame was 
the ftate of the right arm, but lefs evidently. 
Continued free from illnefs. Pulfe 94 after 
Walking two miles ina very hot day. 


EicHtuH Day.—Sunday 24th. 

The left arm was more inflamed, anda fall 
flat vefication appeared in the middle of the in- 
flamed part. The right arm was affected in the 
fame manner, but in a lefs degree. It was not 
doubted that he was infected with the variolous 
difeafe, efpecially as he complained of forenefs 
of the arm-pits, and he had been very much 
‘difordered the two laft nights, having had pain 
of his bones in general, and head ach, and had 
felt very hot,-but not chilly. Pulfe was only 
8o, and his tongue had the healthy appearance, 
nor was he thirfty. 


ELEVENTH Day.—-Wedne/day 27th. 


Variolous eruptions in number, perhaps 20 
or 30 had made their appearance. 


/ 
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Firreentu Day.—Sunday, Fuly rf. 


_ Eruptions are in a fuppurated ftate. Had been 
quite well, and he has continued his employ 
during the prefent hot week. | 


CASE V: 


Thomas Eaft, aged 21 years, he believed he 
had never been affected with the Smallpox, and 
certainly not with the Cowpox. There were fe- 
veral cicatrices, however, on hisarms, exactly like 
thofe from the Smallpox, and if the inocula- 
tion had not fucceeded, I fhould have been dif- 
pofed to conclude that he had already gone 
through that difeafe. 

He was inoculated by Mr. Lucas on Sunday, 
17th June, at the fame time, and under the 
fame circumftances, as Thomas Edinburgh and 
Wilham Kent. 


THIRD Day—Tuvefday 19th Fune. 


Only a juit vifible fcab on the parts inoculated, 
and it was thought the infe€tion had not taken 
effect. Remained well. 

Went to the Smallpox Hofpital, and was 
inoculated a fecond time. 
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FirtH Day.—Thurfday 21 Fune. 


Rednefs appears now in the parts inoculated, 
as if both the firft and fecond inoculation ie 
taken effec. 


EieutH Day.—Sunday 24th Fune. 


All the four parts inoculated were fo much 
inflamed, that it feemed now doubtful, whether 
the Sniallpox would come on. Parts firft ino- 
culated, lefs inflamed than thofe of the fecond 
inoculation; and the right arm more inflamed 
than the left. Pains of the axilla. were com- 
plained of, which were a little fwelled, and fore 
to the touch. ‘There were no fymptoms of fe- 


ver. 


ELEVENTH Day.—Wednefday 27th Fune. 


About a dozen variolous eruptions were now 
out. No complaints were made, 


FirreentH Day.—Sunday, Fuly ft. 


Variolous eruptions were in aftate of fuppu- - | 
ration. There was a fuppuration of the parts 
inoculated pretty much alike, from both the firit 
and fecond inoculation. 
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It was thought the fecond inoculation had 
excited inflammation in the parts firft inoculated, 
‘which otherwife might not have taken place 
fo foon, or not at“all. 

Notwithftanding the hot weather for the laft 
fortnight, the temperature being generally 68° 
to 78° of Fahrenheit’s thermometer, the pa- 
tients who took the Smallpox were {fo little dif- 
ordered, that they continued their daily work. 

No: treatment was prefcribed previoufly to 
inoculation, all the men being in health ; but 
every other day after it, for a fortnight, they 
were purged with falts, and directed to abftain 
from ftrong liquors, and to eat very little ani- 
mal food. 

I did not require any farther evidence than 
what I,have already procured, in my own prac- 
tice, to fatisfy me, that the quantity of variolous 
matter does not influence the difeafe; but on 
account of fome late affertions, that the diforder 
is rendered milder by ufing a {maller quantity 
of matter in the above cafes, a larger quantity 
was purpofely inferted; yet milder cafes than the 
above could not be defired. 

It fhould alfo be noticed, that the three pa- 
tients above mentioned, who did not take the in- 
- fetion on inoculation for the Smallpox, had 
their children foon aftewards inoculated, who 
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all took the Smallpox. Thefe men lived in 
‘the fame apartments with their children during 
the ilinefs of the Smallpox; but not one of 
them was infected. 

We have feen in the above cafes, five perfons 
inoculated for the Smallpox, under the moft 
- favourable circumftances for the efficacioufnefs 
of the infe€tion ; two of them took the difeafe 
from once inferting variolous matter, but the 
other three were uninfected, although the mat- 
ter was twice inferted ; and although they were 
expofed to infection, by living with their chil- 
dren while they were fuffering under the Small- 
"pox. 

The three patients who did not take the Small- 
pox, gave ftrong circumftantial evidence that 
they had been affected with the Cowpox, but 
not with the Smallpox. The other two pas 
tients, who were infeCted with the Smallpox, 
there is no reafon to doubt were as credible per- 
fons as the former, and they attefted that they 
had not had the Smallpox; which atteftation 
being verified by their taking the difeafe, it 
would be injuftice to queftion the other part of 
their evidence, that they had not laboured under 
the Cowpox. For, as to the mere traditionary 
ftory of William Kent having the Cowpox, 
no circumftance {upported the truth of it againft. 
¥ 
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the extreme improbability.of a boy of 4 years 
of age, or under, fuffering a difeafe. which 1s 
contracted by handling the teats of Cows in 
milking, when they are fo difficult to manage, 
that male, inftead of female fervants, mutt 
then, generally, be employed. In fome places, 
it feems the eruptive difeafe, which is known 
to medical men by the name of the Chicken, or 
- Swinepox, is called by the lower orders of peo- 
‘ple, Cowpox. Mr. Giffard takes notice that 
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** there are two kinds of Cowpox,” the one 1s 
attended with eruptions on the {kin in general, 
and fometimes produces pits; but the other is. 
a difeafe confined to the hands. It is moft pro- 
bable that Kent’s eruptive difeafe, when a child, 
was the Chickenpox, if he really had’ an 
eruptive difeafe. One of three reafons may be 
affigned for the above three patients not taking 
the Smallpox: viz. 1. That they had already 
fuffered the Smallpox. 2. That they had not 
had this difeafe, and that their conftitutions were 
not excitable at the time they were inoculated: 
for one can fcarce fufpec the failure to be from 
the mode of inferting the matter. 35. That 
they were not capable of infeCtion with the 
‘Smallpox poifon, becaule they had undergone 
‘the Cowpox. In refpe& of the firft affignable 
reafon, it muft be allowed that a perfon may go 


Caged 
through the Smallpox, and the difeafe be io’ 
flight, that it is neither noticed by the patient, 
nor by his friends. But fuch unobferved cafes 
are extremely rare, and they bear fo very {mall 
a proportion to the others, that for three fuch 
cafes to occur together on the prefent occafion, 
{eems to be barely a poffibility. 

With regard to the fecond affigned reafon, 
probably about one out of 50 at th does not 
take the Smallpox by inoculation of the fame” 
matter, and in the fame manner; and perhaps 
not more than one out of 50 of thofe who are 
not infected by a firft inoculation, fail to be in- 
feéted on a fecond inoculation. According to 
this reprefentation, then it appears to be a mere 
poffibility that the Smallpox poifon fhould not 
take effect, for the fecond aflignable reafon, 
namely, a peculiar difpofition; efpecially as the 
patients were fubfequently under very favout- 
able circumftances, for being infected with va- 
riolous effluvia. 

With regard to the third affignable reafon, 
as in fo many inftances now recorded, it appears 
that perfons, who have undergone .the Cow- 
pox, are not fufceptible of the Smallpox; and 
as the failure of the inoculation cannot be im- ° 
puted with juftice to the two other caufes. above 
mentioned, it feems moft reafonable to impute 
. E 2 
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the inefficacy of the variolous poifon in the above 
three inftances to a flate of inexcitability, pro- 
duced by the Cowpox poifon. 

On making inquiries at Mr. Kendal’s farm, 
for Milch Cows, on the New Road, Marybone, 
a female fervant informed me that. fhe laboured 
under the Cowpox many years ago, when fhe 
lived in Suffolk, where ‘this difeafe prevails, 
From her defcription I could not doubt that fhe 
had really been affected with the Cowpox. Af- 
ter this fhe took, what fhe believed to be the 
Smallpox, from an infant, which was nou- 
rifhed by her breafts. A fever preceded the erup- 
tions, which were only about so in number, 
and they difappeared in a few days after they 
came out. If the latter part of this teftimony 
is accurate, one cannot admit this cafe to be 
an example of the Smallpox, taking place in 
— aconftitution which had previoufly been affected 
‘with the Cowpox. 

At this farm, a Cow was. fhewn to me 
which was faid to be affected with the Cow- 
pox: on examination, the diforder appeared to 
be in its laft flage of deficcation. However, 
eight perfons, who had not undergone the Small- 
pox, were inoculated with the fcabs of this 
diforder, but no difeafe enfued. 

On calling at Mr. Rhodes’ milk farm on the 
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Hampftead Road, where there is a very large 
{tock of Cows, I found the Cowpox had not 
fallen under his obfervation; but two of the 
male fervants were well acquainted with fome 
parts of its hiftory. It appeared alfo on inquiry, 
that one of the Cows had really laboured under 
the difeafe two months before, namely, in May 
laft, but the milker was not infected, becaufe 
he faid there were no cuts on his hands, or 
abrafion of the cuticle. It was defcribed very 
clearly to bea different difeafe from the common 
inflammations and eruptions which produce 
{cabbed nipples. One of the male fervants had 
often feen the difeafe in Wiltfhire and Glou- 
cefterfhire. ‘The milkers, he faid, were fome- 
times fo ill, as to lie in bed for feveral days, 
and there was a fever at the beginning, as in 
the Smallpox, but that no one ever died of it. 
He had known many perfons who had laboured 
under the Cowpox, but who had never fuftered 
the Smallpox, although it prevailed in their 
own families; except in one inftance in which | 
he was told that the perfon who took the Small- 
pox, had gone through the Cowpox when a 
child. The fame fervant faid it was a common 
opinion, that people who have been affeéted 
with the Cowpox, to ufe his own words, are 
¢ hard to take the Smallpox.” 
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\Mr. Francis, who keeps a farm for Milch 
Cows on the road to Somers’ Town, had feen 
the difeafe feveral times in the autumn among 
his cattle, and he knew that it was very apt to 
produce painful fores on the hands of the mil- 
kers; but he had never heard, or obferved, that 
it prevented perfons from having the Smallpox. 

He faid that three years ago, in the fpring, the 
difeafe prevailed at feveral farms onthe New Road. 

A male fervant of Mr. Francis, who has a 
good underftanding, and is a man of veracity, 
and had lived in dairy farms all his life, ftated, 
** that hé had feen the Cowpox 35 years ago at 
King’s Wood, in Somerfetfhire, and frequently 
there, and in London fince that time. ‘The dif- 
eafe, he faid, was then vulgarly called the Cow- 
pox; it appeared on their teats and udders 
with fiery or flame like eruptions—was very 
infectious among the Cows aud the milkers ; 
but never knew either human creature, or beat 
die of it. It affects the hands and arms of the 
milkers with painful fores, as large as a fixpence, 
which laft fora month or more, fo as to difable 
the fufferers from continuing their employment. 
The difeafe breaks out efpecially in the fpring, 
but occafionally at other times of the year. 
Moft of the Cows in his mafter’s, Mr. Fran- 
cis’ farm, were infected three years ago in the 
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. {pring, at which tumes many of the milkers 
were alfo infected. A new Cow is very liable 
to take the difeafe.—He had always underftood 
that a perfon who had had the Cowpox, could. 
not take the Smallpox, and never knew in the 
courfe of his life an inftance of the Smallpox 
in fuch perfons. | 
The following inftances fell under his own 
obfervation: a fellow male and a female fervant 
were affected with the Cowpox ; fome time af- 
ter this, the parifh in which ‘they lived were 
in general inoculated for the Smallpox, but 
thefe two perfons, who had never laboured un- 
der the Smallpox, could not be infected with 
this difeafe; nor did they take it, although 
they fubfequently lived with their children while 
they were fuffering the Smallpox. He alfo 
believed, andit was a common opinion in many 
parts of the country, that perfons who have 
undergone the Smallpox cannot take’ the Cow- 
pox. He himfelf laboured under the inocula- 
ted Smallpox when 17 years of age, -but ne- 
ver took the Cowpox, although he had mil- — 
ked a great number of Cows labouring under 
the difeafe, and by which other milkers were 
infeéted. He had never known either a human 
Creature, or Cow have the difeafe more than 
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once. He had the Meaflés previoufly to the 
Smallpox, as well as the Hooping Cough. 

At fome other farms, near London, where 
Milch Cows are kept, I found the diforder 
was not known either to the matters, or fervants. 

Dr. Haygarth very kindly wrote me a letter 
from Bath, on the 3oth of Auguft laf, in 
which he fays, ‘* To none of your queftions, 
concerning the Cowpox, can I give any an- 
{wer from my own knowledge. Of fuch a 
diftemper, I never heard among the Chetfhire, 
or Welfh farmers. My firft intelligence upon 
this fubjeét came from my frend, Dr. Wor- 
thington, of Rofs, fome time ago. He, as 
well as another friend, Dr. Percival, {peak very 
favourably of Dr. Jenner, on whofe teftimony 
the extraordinary facts he has publifhed at pre- 
{ent principally depend.” 

I feel moft fenfibly the great favour fhewn to 
me by Profeffor Wall, of Oxford. Although 
this gentleman’s zeal and ability in promoting 
ufeful inquiries are acknowledged, I cannot but 
attribute the great pains which he beftowed to 
procure anfwers to my queries in fo fhort a 
time as I required, in part, to the friendfhip 
founded in the days of academical ftudies : 
to ufe this amiable gentleman’s own words 
——‘* thofe days of free, manly, and hberal 
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cohverfation which I refle on with infinite 
pleafure. : 

The information belonging to this place, 
from Profeflor Wall,* is the anfwer to the 
— queftion, whether there is fufficient evidence 
that the Smallpox cannot infect a perfon who 
has once had the Cowpox, attended with fe- 
ver; and if there has been a local affection 
without fever, is fuch perfon ftill capable of 
taking the Smallpox? 
ferent modes of the queftion, which is, that 
any perfon who has ever had the Cowpox, has 
never been known to have the Smallpox. 

A fervant who has kept the Cows of a confi- 
_ derable dairy-farm in this neighbourhood a great 
many years, told me that he had the Cowpox 
early in life. Yet about 6 or 7 years ago ine 
wifhed, for fecurity, to be inocuiated for the 


‘¢ T receive but one anfwer to the two dif- 


Smallpox—the operation was performed three 
feveral times, but no diforder nor eruption en- 
fued— The Surgeon, a gentleman of great emi- 
nence in this-place, afked him if he had ever 
had the Cowpox; upon his an{wering yes, the 
Surgeon replied, Then it is ufelefs to make 
any farther trial—This fervant, the next year, 


* See Dr. Wall’s Letter, Oxford, Sept. 3, 1798. 
. | ! 
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had feveral children inoculated by Sutton. He 
was with them all the time till their recovery, 
but did not receive the infection. A fervant- 
girl at another confiderable farm, told me fhe 
had the Cowpox early in life; feveral years 
after {he was inoculated, but nothing took place, 
except the appearance of red blufh round the 
incifion, fimilar, I fuppofe, to what Dr. Jen- 
ner mentions. 

This red fuffufion has been haftily, by fome 
inoculators, regarded as a proof, that the fyftem 
has been infected with the virus of the Small- 
pox; but neither this appearance, nor even a 
much more confiderable affetion of the arm is 
always fufficient fecurity againft future infec-_ 
tion, unlefs there has been fome eruption—See 
Memoirs of the Medical Society.” 

From Mr. Dolling, an Inoculator at Bland- 
ford, I have received important intelligence, for 
which I am under further obligations to the Rev. 
Herman Drewe*. ‘* Mr. Dolling has inoculated 
for the Smallpox a great number of perfons, 
who faid they had been affeted with the Cow- 
pox, and very few of them took the infeétion, 
to produce the Smallpox, and he is of opinion 
that thofe who took the Smallpox, were mif- 


* The Rey. H. Drewe’s Second Letter, Sept. 7th, 1798. 
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taken in fuppofing they had really laboured un- 
der the Cowpox.: In one family five out of 
feven children took the Cowpox, by handling 
the teats of a Cow affe&ted with the Cow- 
pox; thefe feven children were inoculated for 
the Smallpox, but none took the infection, ex- 
cept the two who had not laboured under the 
Cowpox. _ 

Dr. Croft tells me, that in Stafford/bire, to 
his knowledge, the fact has been long known, of 
the Cowpox, which prevails in that county, 
affording an exemption of the human fubje& 
from the Smallpox. This gentleman affords 
me an unequivocal proof of his conviction of 
the fafety and efficacy of the inoculated Cow- 
pox, by his application to me for matter, in 
order to inoculate one of his own children. 

My honourable friend, Mr. Edward Howard, 
has been aflured, on very good authority, that of 
a relation, who is an officer in the Oxfordfhire 
Militia, that it is a received opinion among the 
foldiers, that it is unneceflary to be inoculated 
for the Smallpox, if they have already laboured 
under the Cowpox, as many of them have done. ° 

Dr. Redfearn of Lyun*® informs me, that 
“« the Cowpox is a common difeafe among 


* Dr. Redfearn’s Letter, Lynn, Sept. 15th, 1798. 
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the cattle in this part, and the farmers have 
made ufe of the appellation Cowpox for near 
thirty years, although totally ignorant of the 
difeafe exifting in* the Weft of England.” 
But | | 
Dr. Alderfon, of Norwich* acquaints me, 
that there is reafon to believe the difeafe is not 
known in his neighbourhood. ) 

My correfpondents in the North and Eaft Ri- 
dings of Yorkfhire, in Durham, in Lincolnfhire, 
and in the neighbourhood of. Windfor, acquaint 
me that the Cowpox is not known in thofe parts. 
But from the fuccefs which I have had in dif- 
covering the difeafe, by making a ftri& en- 
guiry in farms, where it was believed not to 
exift; I can fcarce doubt that it breaks out oc- 
cafionally in every part, where a number of 
Cows are kept, and that the infection 1 is bse 
diffeminated. | 

I do not find that the Cowpox is known in 
. Lancafhire. Dr. Currie,+ of. Liverpool, obli- 
gingly anfwers my letter; he fays, ‘* I have. 
uade inguirics among the farmers, but I have 
not been able to find one who is aequainted with 
the difeafe. Of courfe I cannot anfwer any 


* Dr. Alderfon’s Letter, Norwich, Sept. 16, 1798. 
+ Dr. Currie’s Letter, Liverpool, Sept. 8, 1798. 
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of your queries. My friend, Dr. Percival, of 
Manchefter, who is now here, never heard 
of the Cowpox in this county, any more than 
mylelf.”’ 


Il. Perjons who have been affected with the 
Specific. Fever, and peculiar local Difeafe,. by 
INOCULATION OF THE COWPOX 
INFECTION, who had not previoufly undergone 
the Smallpox; are thereby rendered ii sie 
of the Smallpox. 


The firft fet of evidences of this fact are thofe 
of Dr. Fenner, in the cafes XVII, XIX, XX, 
XI, XXII, XXII. They are inftances of 
inoculation of the Cowpox, as in the Small- 
pox, with matter taken from the teats of Cows. | 
A fever like that of the Smallpox arofe in 6 
to 9 days after the incifion, but fcarce of more 
than 24 hours duration ; attended with an in- 
flammatory appearance, or erythematous efflo- 
re{cence around the parts inoculated, and puf- 
tulous fores of thofe parts ; which do not fuppu- 
rate, but remain limpid till they difappear: and 
_ thereis no eruption of other parts of the fkin, 
as in the Smallpox. 

In the cafes of inoculation under Dr. Jenner, 
the local affection was commonly as flight as 


[ 38 ] 

in the inoculated Smallpox, but fometimes there 
appeared a difpofition toa more extenfive inflam- 
mation of the {kin around the parts in which 
the matter was inferted. <‘* It feemed to arife 
- from the {tate of the puftule, which {pread out 
accompanied with fome degree of pain, to about 
half the diameter of a fixpence. By the appli- 
cation of mercurial ointment to the inflamed 
parts, (as is practifed in the inoculated Small-’ 
pox) the complaint foon fubfided.—To prevent 
inflammation of the fkin, cauftic was alfo ap- 
plied to the veficle of the inoculated part, to 
excite a different kind of inflammation: but.the 
precaution was perhaps unnecefiary, as a third 
patient had nothing applied, and the arm fcab- 
bed quickly, without any eryfipelas. 

One of thefe patients inoculated with the 
Cowpox was only fix months old, and who took 
the difeafe. In none of the above cafes, after 
the Cowpox, could the Smallpox be excited, 
by repeated inoculation. The confidence of 
Dr. Jenner, in the fafety and efficacy. of the 
inoculation of the Cowpox is unequivocally 
declared by the inoculation of his own fon, 
R. F. Jenner, aged 11 months; although the 
poifon did not take effet in this inftance. The 
project of inoculation of the Cowpox occurred, 
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to other practitioners, antecedently to Dz, Jen- 
ner’s experiments. 

Mr. Drewe, in his letter above cited, {peaks 
of the practice. He fays, ** Mr. Bragge and I~ 
endeavoured to try the experiment of inocula- 
ting with the matter of the Cowpox, but from 
the fcarcenefs of the difeafe, and unwillingnefs 
of patients, we were difappointed.”’ 

Dr. Pulteney informs me, that ** a very re- 
fpectable praCtitioner acquainted him thatof feven 
children whom he had inoculated for the Small 
pox, five hadbeen previoufly sufecied with the Cow- 
pox purpofely, by being made to handle the teats 
and udders of infected Cows; in confequence 
of which, they fuffered the diftemper. Thefe 
five, after inoculation for the Smallpox, did not 
ficken ; the other wo took the diftemper.” | 

Farther, ‘* A farmer in this country inocula- 
ted his wife and children with matter taken 
from the teat of a cow. At the end of a week 
the arms inflamed, and the patients were fo far 
affected, as to alarm the farmer, although un- 
neceflarily, and incline him to callin medical af- 
fiftance. ‘They all foon got well, and were af- 
terwards inoculated for the Smallpox, but no 
difeafe followed. I was not applied to in this 
cafe, but the fact is fufficiently afcertained.”’ 
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Mr. Downe furnifhes me* with importaut ine | 
formation on the prefent fact. ‘* R. F. near Brid- 
port, when about 20 years of age, was at a farm 
houfe when the dairy was infe&ted with the 
Cowpox. It being fuggefted to him that it 
would be the means of preferving him from 
the Smallpox, which he had never taken, if 
he would fubmit to be inoculated with the Cow- 
pox; he gave his confent: he was infeed in 
two or three places in his hand with a needle. — 
He’ felt no inconvenience till about a week, 
when the parts began to inflame, and his hand 
to fwell, hishead to ach, and many other fymp- 
toms of fever came on. He was recommended 
to keep much in the open air, which he did, and 
in 4 or 5 days the fymptoms of fever went off, 
as the maturation of the hand advanced. ‘The 
parts foon healed, leaving permanent fcars. He . 
was afterwards inoculated twice by my grand- 
father, and a confiderable time after twice by 
my father, but without any other effect than 
a flight irritation of the part, fuch as is occa- 
fioned in the arms of perfons who have already 
had the Smallpox. It was not expected at the 
time, that the Smallpox poifon would be effec- 
tual, but it was inferted, partly by way of ex- 


* See Mr. Downe’s Letter of Auguft 25, 1798. 
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periment, and partly by way of precaution, the 
Smallpox being then in the family. The Small- 
pox has been repeatedly fince in his own family, 
and he never avoided it, being confident thatit 
was not poflible to infect him with this difeafe. 
The next cafe, by Mr. Downe, although it af- 
fords defe&tive evidence, is not ufelefs. ‘1 

have lately converfed witha perfon who was in 
play, inoculated in the hand with the Cowpox 
matter. The wounds apparently healed for a 
.. time, and then inflamed. He had a fwelling 
in the axilla, pain in the head, ficknefs, and 
~ flight fever. No eruption took place, but there 
was much maturation at the place of infertion, 
and confiderable {cars remain.” | 

Next hear what Profeffor Wall fays in his an- 
{wer to the queftion, ‘* Whether the difeafe 
has been communicated by inoculation, and 
whether it has produced a milder or more fe- 
vere.difeafe than in the cafual way?” 

** T have* not ‘yet learnt that this diforder 
has, in. this part of the country, ever been pro- 
pagated by inoculation defignedly. It has been 
communicated go perfons who have had flight 
wounds from thorns, abrafions of the {kin from 
other caufes, perhaps more readily than in the 


* Profeffor Wall’s Letter, above cited. 
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common way; bit it has not appeared that the 
character or feverity of the diforder has been al- 
tered by this circumftance.” 

Mr. Dolling,* of Blandford, communicates 
the following inftances : ‘* Mr. Juftings of Axmin- 
fter inoculated his wife and children with matter 
taken from the teats of a Cow that had the 
Cowpox: in about a week after inoculation, 
their arms were very much inflamed, and the 
patients were fo ill, that the medical affiftance 
of Mr. Meach, of Cerne, was called for. ‘The 
patients did well. They were afterwards ino- 
culated for the Smallpox by Mr. Trobridge, 
without effect.” 


Ill. The difeafe produced by inoculating with the 
matter of the Cowpox, does not differ from the 
difeafe produced by inoculation with the matter from 
the human animal; nor is any difference obferved 
in the effects of the matter from the firft human 
fwyect infected from the brute animal, or from the 
matter generated, fuccefively, in the fecond, third, 
fourth, or fifth human creature, from its origin in 
the brute. 


This important fact, at prefent, is only fup- 


* Mr. Drewe’s Second Letter, above cited. 
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ported by the inftances related by Dr. “fenner, 
in the cafes XIX to XXIII, p. 37 to 44. 
Hence, according to thefe inftances, the poifon 
of the Cowpox has the fame properties, as ap- 
pears from its effe&ts on the human conititution, 
whether it be generated by the Cow, or by the 
human animal ; and thefe properties are the fame, 
however remote from the origin of the poifon 
in the Cow. But it has not been determined 
by inoculating the teats of Cows with the 
matter taken from the Cow, ‘and with that taken 
from the human creature; that the properties 
of the poifon from this latter fource are the fame 
with regard to the brute, as thofe of the matter 
from the Cow with regard to the fame animal. 

I apprehend that the Cowpox is the only ex- 
ample at prefent known, of a permanent {pecific 
infeétious difeafe in the human conftitution, pro- 
duced by matter from a different {pecies of ani- 
mal; but it has been often conjectured, that 
many of the infectious difeafes of the human 
{pecies are derived from brutes. 


IV. A perfon having been affected with the Spe- 
cific Fever, and Local Difeafe, produced by the 
Cowpox porfon, 1s liable to be again affected as be- 
fore by the fame poifon; and yet fuch perfon is not 
Jufceptible of the Smallpox. 
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I find that moft part of profeflional men are ex- 
tremely relu@ant in yielding their affent to this 
fact. Some, indeed, rejeét it in the moft un- 
qualified terms. They are not averfe from ad- 
mitting the evidence, that the Cowpox may af- 
fect the fame conftitution repeatedly; or even 
that a_perfon having had this difeafe, is unfuf- 
ceptible of the Smallpox; but that the confti- 
‘tution having fuffered the Cowpox, fhould ftill 
be fufceptible of this difeafe, and not be fufcep- 
tible of the Smallpox, is an affertion with re- 
gard to which they demur to acquiefce. The 
unfavourable reception of the evidence for this 
fact does not feem to arife fo much from the 
obfervations in fupport of it, being fufpected to 
be inaccurate, or fufficiently full and complete, 
as from its appearing, as they fay, abfurd and 
inconceivable. On enquiring why the fact ap- 
pears in this light, we find itis becaufe there 
is no fupport from any other analogous. fact. 
There is, in reality, no analogous fact. We 
have facts which thew that a perfon having un- 
dergone certain difeafes, occafioned by particu- 
lar poifons, in fome inftances is, and in others 
is not, again fufceptible of the fame difeafe, by 
the fame poifon ; but the inftance before us is 
the firft which has been obferved of the confti- 
tution being rendered inexcitable to a difeafe, 
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from a given morbid poifon, by having fuffered 
a different difeafe from another different poifon, 
and yet it remains fufceptible of this different 
difeafe by this given morbid poifon. In the firft 
inftance of certain new facts, it is eafy to con- 
ceive that there may be no analogous fact to the 
one difcovered. When the Smallpox firft broke 
out, on its being difcovered that the fame con- 
ftitution could not undergo this difeafe a fecond 
tinie, noanalogous fact was, [think, then known; 
and on that account it probably was not admitted 
without much hefitation. But ona fubfequent 
difcovery that the fame conftitution could not 
be infeéted more than once with the meafles, 
this, as well as the former fact, readily found 
acceptance. An evidence for a fact ought not 
to be rejected, becaufe it is incomprehentible 
or inconfiftent with what is already known; 
but on the prefent occafion, if the fubject be 
well confidered, it does not feem to me to be 
difficult to conceive that a change may be ef- 
feted in the human conftitution, by a difeafe 
from a morbid poifon, fo as to render fuch con- 
ftitution unfufceptible of a difeafe from a given 
different morbid poifon, and yet fuch conftitu- © 
tion fhall remain fufceptible of the former dif- 
eafe, from the former morbid poifon. Hence, 


J apprehend, the only juft ground of objection 
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which may be taken, is that of the obfervations 
on the authority of which the fa& 1s faid to bé 
eftablifhed. Let us then ftate theevidence. 

Under Cafe IX. p. 21. Dr. Jenner relates the 
hiftory of a perfon who was firft affected with 
the Cowpox in the year 1780, a fecond time in 
1791, and a third time in 1794. ‘* The dif- 
eafe was equally fevere the fecond and third time 
as it was the firft,” which is, in general, other- 
wife both in the brute and human kind. Ino- 
culation of the variolous poifon was twice in- 
ftituted in this patient, but without producing 
difeafe, nor could the patient be infected by af- 
fociating with perfons labouring: under the 
Smallpox. 

Another patient (fee Jenner, p. 51.) fuftered 
the Cowpox in 17593; in 1797 he was inocu- 
Jated with the variolous poifon, but without ex- 
citing the difeafe. In 1798 the Cowpox again 
took place. 

With refpect to the information which I have 
gained by my inquiries, concerning this fact; 
fome of my correfpondents obferved, that the 
Cowpox occurred fo feldom among the human 
kind, that they had no obfervations to determine, - 
whether a perfon could undergo the difeafe 
more than once; the greater part of my cor- 


refpondents ventured to fay, that it had never 
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been feen more than once in the fame perfon ; 
but fome teftified that the Cowpox certainly 
does take place, repeatedly, in the fame confti- 
tution. | 

Mr. Woodman, of Aylefoury,* fays, the 
Cowpox does not fuperfede itfelf on future oc- 
cafions, for that Cow-boys have it repeatedly.” 

It may be worth while to notice, that none of 
the gentlemen of whom J made inquiries, knew 
an inftance of the difeafe attacking the fame 
Cow more than once; and it was faid that it 
was the current opinion that this was a fact. 

The evidence for this-faét, to my apprehen- 
fion, only proves, fatisfactorily, that the Local 
affection of the Cowpox may occur in the fame 
perfon more than once; but whether the pecu- 
har fever alfo occurs more than once in the 
fame perfon, from the Cowpox poifon, does not 
appear certain; and muft be determined by future 
obfervations, to be made with a particular view 
to this point. Future obfervations muft like- 
wife determine, whether, in thofe cafes, (if 
fuch occur) in which a perfon, after having 
gone through the Cowpox, takes the Smallpox, - 
the Cowpox was attended with a fever, or was 
merely a local affection. It feems pretty well 


* See Mr. Smith’s Letter, above cited. 
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afcertained, that the variolous poifon may pro- 
duce the Smallpox only locally, or without 
any affection of the whole conftitution ; and in 
fuch a cafe, the conftitution is fill {ufceptible 
of the Smallpox, and yet, in both cafes, viz. 
of the focal affection only, and of the whole con- 
{titution, the matter of the eruptions is capable of 
infecting others, foasto produce the Smallpox, ei- 
ther locally only, or alfo in the whole conftitution. 
Hence it feems probable, that fimilar local and 
general effects may be produced by the Cow- 
pox poifon, and not only in the human kind, 
but in Cows. I acknowledge, however, that 
the Cafe, p. 51. in fenner’s book, miulitates 
againtt this “uppofition. 


V. 4 perfon is fufceptible of the Cowpox, who 
has antecedently been affected with the Smallpox. 


Dr. Fenner, p. 15-19, gives fome inftances 
of perfons taking the Cowpox, who had cer- 
tainly gone through the Smallpox. But he fays, 
“¢ it is a fact fo well known among our dairy-far- 
mers, that thofe who have had the Smallpox, 
either efcape the Cowpox, or are difpofed to 
have it flightly ; that as foon as the complaint 
fhews itfelf among the cattle, affiftants are pro- 
cured, if poffible, who are thus rendered lefs 
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fufceptible of it, otherwife the bufinefs of the 
farm could fcarcely go forward.” 

I have not got much additional information 
on this fad. It feems, however, fufficiently 
authenticated, that people may have the Cow- 
pox after they have had the Smallpox, but it- 
will require more nice attention to fatisty the 
query, whether, in fuch#eafes, the Cowpox 
affects the whole conftitution; or is only a 
local affection. 

Mr. Downe,* in particular, fpeaks of a fa- 
mily who did not take the Cowpox when much 
expoled tothe infection, becaufe they had all 
gone through the Smallpox; except one wha, 
had been affected already with the Cow. 
pox. I met. with a fervant at Mr. Rhodes’ 
farm, on the Hampftead. Road, who attefted 
that he had fuffered the Cowpox 14 years ago, | 
but that long before that time he had gone 
through the Smallpox. 

Pry eiiee Wall + fays, ** The anfwer to ‘he 
queftion, Whether a perfon is capable of taking 


the Cowpox, who has gone through the Small 
pox! isof fome, decidedly, that fuch a perfon 
is not liable to. the infection of, the Cowpox. 


* Mr. Downe’s Letter of Auguft. 30th. 


+ Letter of Profeffor Wall, above cited. 
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Others of equal experience have anfwered this 
queftion with doubt.” aes) 

At Mr. Rhodes’ farm, at Iflington, I found 
that one of the male fervants, who had been long 
employed in taking care of Milch Cows in the 
environs of nt diftinguithed the Cow pox 
very clearly from common inflammation of the 
teats, with fcabs 3 with which feveral Cows s were, 
at the time I faw this man, affe&ted. He had 
never contracted the Cowpox, although he had 
repeatedly been expofed to the infection, and 
when others took: it: He was deeply pitted 
with the Smallpox ; which he laboured under 
: when a young child. 


VI. Lhe Cowpox is not communicated in the fate 
of efluvia, or gas; nor by adbering to t! he fhing 
an an imperceptibly {mall quantity ; nor foarce uilefs 
at be applied to divifions of the fein, by abrafions, 
punéiures, wounds, Se. a 


Some morbific poifons are communicated to 
animals, only in the ftate of invifible effluvia, 
Or gas; ¢. g. the miafmata which produce inter- 
miittent fevers; the contagion which produces 
the ulcerous fore throat; that which oc afions 
the Hooping Cough, the Meafles, &c. Other 
morbific poifons are communicated, both in the 


ftate of effluvia, and in a palpable or vilible 
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quantity, e.g. the variolous poifon; the matter 
which produces in oxen, the murrain, or lues 
bovilla, &c. Others agaiiare not propagated inthe 
ftate of effluvia, ct gas, but ina palpable or vi- 
fible quantity only, as the hydrophobic poifon; 
the fyphilitic, &c.; and to thefe laft mutt row 
be added the rhorbific poifon of the Cowpox. 
It does not appear that the difeafe fpreads 

from any infected Cow among othet Cows, 
which are fed in the fame ftable, like a conta- 
gious difeafe. Perfons who fleep in the fame 
bed with one who is labouring under the Cow- 
pox, are not, in this way, liable to be infected, 
(fee Jenner, p: 68 and 69.) It is not even 
propagated from the Cows to the milkers for 
the moft part, unlefs the {kin of the part of 
the hands, to which the matter is applied, be 
divided. | | 

This property of the Cowpox infeétion not 
being propagated, fo as to produce difeafe but 
by contact, and then only when applied in a 
palpable or vifible quantity, and alfo {carce, un- 
lefs the fkin be divided, is a moft important 
one. Yet a few inftances, I apprehend, will 
fuffice to fhew clearly under what circumftances 
the Cowpox infection produces difeafe. 

A boy who was inoculated for the Cowpox, 
flept while he was labouring under the difeafe 
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with two other boys, but neither of them, by 
this expofure to the infection, got the Cowpox. 
A young woman who had the Cowpox, with 
feveral fores, which maturated to a great extent, 
flept in the fame bed with a fellow dairy-maid, 
who never had been infected either with the 
Cowpox or Smallpox, but the difeafe was not 
communicated. A young woman, on whofe 
hands were feveral large fuppurations from the 
Cowpox, was a daily nurfe to an infant, but 
the infant was uninfected, (fee Jenner, p. 68 
and 69.) 

I am inftructed, uniformly, by my corre- 
{pondents, that the Cowpox arifes only from 
matter evidently applied, moft frequently, by 
friction of the difeafed teats in milking ; but 
fometimes from the matter lodging accidentally 
on fome foft part; yet even under this circum- 
ftance, it frequently fails to infe&t, unlefs there 
be a cut,.fcratch, puncture, &c. of the hands. 

Mr. Drewe mentions the inftance of a wo- 
man who loft her eye fight, in confequence of 
the infectious matter being heedlefsly applied to 
the eye: and that the Cowpox has been obfer.~ 
ved to take place from handling the milk pail, 
on which the infeCtious matter had been incau- 
tioufly allowed to remain. | 


VII. The local affection in the Cowpox, produ- 
ced in the cafual way, is generally more fevere, 
and of longer duration, than ufually happens in 
the local affection in the inoculated Smallpox 5 but 
in the Cowpox the fever isin no cafe attended with 
jfymptoms which denote danger, nor bas it, im any 
infiance, been known to prove mortal, 


The Cowpox in the incidental way, for fuf- 
ficiently obvious reafons,.moft commonly affects 
the palms of the hands. There isa wide diffe- 
rence in the degree of the local affection. I 
am inftruéted, by my communications, that 
the extreme cafes are, 1{t. Thofe in which the 
patients are afflicted with fo much painful in- 
flammation, as to be confined to their beds for 
feveral days, and have painful phagedenic fores. 


. for feveral months. adly. Thofe cafes which 


are {fo flight, that the patients are not confined 
at all, but get ‘well in a week or ten days. In 
the more Sxiehe cafes, in which the inflamed fpots 
become veficular, with edges of the puftules 
more elevated than the cuticle, and of a blui/h. 
or purple colour; there are pains of the axilla, 
fever, and now and then a little delirium. 
Thefe fymptoms continue from one to three 
or four days, leaving ulcerated fores about the - 
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hands, which, from the fenfibility of the parts, 
are very troublefome, and commonly heal flowly 3 _ 
frequently becoming phagedenic, like thofe from 
which they fprung. The lips, noftrils, eye- 
lids, and other parts of the body, are fometimes 
affected with fores; but thefe evidently arife 
from their being heedleffly rubbed or fcratched 
with the patient’s infected fingers. Dr. Jenner 
confiders the b/uifh, or livid tint of the puftules 
to be charaéteriftic of the Cowpox, p. 5: 

Mr. Drewe’s information on this fa& is, 
‘¢ That the fymptoms are fimilar to the Small- 
pox, but /e/s violent. The puftules are only 
about the hands, in the parts which have been 
in contact with the infe@ed teats.” But in an- 
{wer to the queftion, Whether, on the whole; 
the Cowpox is a difeafe of lefs magnitude than 
the Smallpox by inoculation ? he fays, ** When 
I confider what a flight diforder the inoculated 
Smallpox is, it will not, im my humble opinion, 
admit of comparifon.” 

Mr. Dolling fays, “ there is a {welling under 
the arms, chilly fits, 8c. not different from 
fymptoms of the breeding of the Smallpox. 


After the ufual time of fickenine, viz. two or 


for, 
three days, there is a large ulcer not unlike a 
carbuncle, which difcharges matter.” 


Dr. Pulteney’s account of the fymptoms is in 


a 

abit terms : ‘¢ A forenefs and {welling of the 
axillary elands, as under inoculation for the 
Smallpox; then chillinefs, and rigors, and fe- 
yer, asin the Smallpox. ‘Two or three days 
afterwards abfcefles, not eee carbuncles, 
appear generally on the hands br arms; which 
ulcerate, and difcharge much matter.” 
_ Mr. Downe, {peaking to this point, fays, 
‘¢ The fymptoms, as far as could be afcertained 
in the Cowpox, were fimilar to thofe of the 
Smallpox, but I never heard of any who had 
them in any degree alarming.” Again, ‘‘ The 
fymptoms are exactly fimilar to thofe of the 
Smallpox by inoculation, when of the moft 
favourable kind. The difeate generally difap- 
pears in about the fame time that the. Smailpox 
does.” 

Mr. Giffard tells me, that ‘* he never heard 
of either men, or cows dying of the Cowpox.” 

Mr. Woodman, (lee Mr. Smith’s letter,) tef- 
tifies that he never obferved {ymptoms worthy 
to be called fever ; there was merely “* feverith 
heat when the pain was confiderable.”’ | 
— Dr. De Salis obferves, that one of the per- 
fons affeéted with the Cowpox ** was much 
ftruck with the refemblance to the fymptoms 
he had lately experienced in the Smallpox.” 

Profefor Wall's information is, that *¢ ‘The 
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milkers have the diforder only once, generally 
with preceding fever, fometimes very violent, 
fometimes more mild.”-——“* No human crea- 
ture, or Cow, has been known to be in danger, 
or to die of the Cowpox.” Aftera ftrict in- 
quiry at the milk farms adjoining to London, I 
could not find that any perfon had ever aie of 
the Cowpox. 

With refpect to the animals from which the 
human creature derives the difeafe, it is only 
known to affe&t Cows. ‘They have fometimes, 
but it is very feldom obferved, a ee of the. 
whole conftitution, ‘ the fecretion of milk being 
much leffened.’+—-The local affeGtion. appears 
with irregular puftules on the nipples. ‘« At 
‘their firft appearance they are commonly of a 
palifp blue, or rather of a colour fomewhat ape. 
proaching to /vid, and are furrounded by an 
eryfipelatous inflammation. Thefe puftules 
unlefs’ a timely remedy be applied, frequently: 
degenerate into phagedenic ulcers, which prove. 
extremely troublefome.” See Jenner, p. 3-—4. 

Dr. Pulteney acquaints us, that *“ the diteafe. 
makes its appearance on the udder of the Cow, 
and affects the teats principally, which inflame, 
and then ulcerate, ditcharging a bloody matter ;. 
but it does not appear that the difeafe 1s more than, 
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local, as the Cows feem not to be out of healthin 
other refpects.” 

From Mr. Drewe’s teftimony, however, it 
appears, that the whole conftitution of the Cow 
is attedted:« «Fhere* being» “* -lofs. of appetite 
and of milk,’ as wellas * ulcerated teats,” fo 
as to render the animal, in fome cafes, totally 
unfit for the dairy. ‘It is infectious in the 
herd, and the infection is probably conveyed by 
the perfon’s hand that milks them.” 

Mr. Downe’s information, relating to the 
prefent part of our inquiry is, that ‘* the only 
fymptoms were eruptions about the teats of 
the Cow, exactly fimilar to the Smallpox, which 
gradually become fore, and fall off; and the 
infection was foon communicated to a whole 
dairy, as was fuppofed by the hand of the per- 
fon who milked. The animals fuffered much 
in the operation of milking.” 

Profefor Wall mentions, that the fymptoms 
are ** blue or livid blotches on the teats and 
udder, painful and fuppurating. The Cows 
are feldom ill, fo as to refufe their food. Others 
obferve, that Cows being naturally difpofed to 
a lax habit of body, are not fo much afflicted 
with feverith fymptoms. Some fay Cows fuf- 
fer no fever at all.” : 

The teftimony of feveral other correfpondentg 
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has been already ftated, that a Cow has never 
been known to die of the Cowpox; to which 


I add, in confirmation, that of the milk far- 
mers near London. 


VII. No confequential difeafe, which foould be 
attributed to the Cowpox, has been obferved ; nor 
bas any difease been excited, to which there pre- 
vioufly exified a difpofition ; nor has it been difco- 
vered to produce a pre-di seh ition to particular dif- 
eafes. 


Although a confiderable body of evidence 
might be ftated in confirmation of thefe mo- 
mentous facts, from the experience of Dr. 
Jenner, and the uniform teftimony of my cor- 
re{pondents: and although we fhould be in- 
clined to conclude in favour of thefe facts, from 
the confideration of the nature of the Cowpox, 
as far as yet ‘known; yet it does not appear to 
my judgment that the obfervations and argu- 
ments warrant more than conclufions on the 
fide of great probability. A number of perfons, 
many hundreds, have gone through the inocu- 
lated Smallpox under the obfervation of many 
practitioners, without any difeafe, or difpofition 
to difeate, being produced by the Smallpox ; 
yet no one doubts, that in a certain proportioa 
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of inftances, difeafe has been excited, and dif- 
potition to difeaie been produced. 

We are led then to think, that a greater 
number, and more accurate obfervations are 
wanting, to authorife pofitive conclufions rela- 
ting to the facts fated under this VII head, 


IX. The Cowpox infestion may produce the pe- 
culiar local difeafe belonging to it, but without the dif- 
order of the confiitution; in which cafe, the con- 
fritution is liable to be infected by the Smallpox in- 
Jetiion. 

This fact is not of fmall confequence, either 
in refpect of general pathology, or practice. 
Dr. Jenner’s work, p. 71, furnifhes us with an 
unequivocal example~of this fac... A wonran 
was affected with the local difeafe of the Cow- 
pox in the ordinary way, but without any pains 
or {welling of the axilla, or any diforder of the 
whole conftitution. This perfon was fubfe- 
quently infected by the Smallpox; but a 
fellow fervant, who had fuffered the Cowpox, 
(at the fame time, and from the fame fource of 
infectious matter,) in which there was fever as 
well as local difeafe, could not be infected by 
inferting ‘the Smallpox poifon ; even repeated 
trials for this purpofe were fuccefsleis, Hence 
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‘they who offer as evidence, inftances of perfons 
taking the Smallpox after they have gone through 
the Cowpox, will do well to affure themfelves, - 
that the whole conftitution was affected in the 
Cowpox, otherwife fuch evidence will be inad- 
miuflible. Analogous facts have been afcertained 
on good authority, in the Smallpox, although 
the inftances are too fcarce to afford to ferupu- 
lous minds full proof. It has been found that 
the ufual local difeafe of the inoculated Small- 
pox may occur, unattended by a diforder of 
the whole conftitution ; but yet the matter of 
fuch local Smallpox will, in other perfons, pro- 
duce not only the local difeafe, but general 
eruption and fever: and that. the perfon who 
had undergone this local Smallpox only, will 
be infe&ted at a future time, fo as to have both 
the ordinary local difeafe and fever of the Small- 
pox, with eruptions. 

It appears from the obfervations of Dr. Jen- 
ner, p. 50, Mr. Drewe, Dr. Pulteney, and 
others, that during the Cowpox in the human 
fubject, inflammation and fores are apt to be, 
excited by the matter being lodged upon various 
parts, efpecially if the fkin be divided; but no 

mention is made of frefh fever being excited, 
nor of the peculiar ud and d/ui/b tint of the 
Cowpox puftulous fores. Enough has been 


Cer ¥ 

faid in a preceding part of this paper to direé& 
obfervers in future to afcertain more accurately 
the effets of the agency of the Cowpox infec- 
tion on the whole conftitution, aud on part of 
it only. | 

Tt will be neceffary alfo to caution inquirers 
againit the error of admitting facts to belong to 
the Cowpox, as underftoodin this paper, which, 
in reality, belong to the Chickenpox, or Swine- 
pox, or fome other eruptive difeafe ; which, it 
feems, in fome provincial fituations, are defig- | 
nated by the name of the Cowpox. 

Yet another caution is neceffary in inveftiga- 
ting the truth, namely, to diftinguith from the 
Cowpox, ‘* the puftulous fores which appear 
{pontaneoufly on the nipples of Cows, and in- 
{tances have occurred, although very rarely, of 
the hands of the fervants employed in milking 
being affeted with fores in confequence, and 
even of their feeling an indifpofition from ab- 
forption. ‘Thefe puftules are of a much milder 
nature than thofe which arife from that con- 
tagion, which conftitutes the true Cowpox. 
They are always free from the bluifh or livid 
tint, fo confpicuous in the puftules in that dit 
eafe. No eryfipelas attends them, nor do they 
thew any phagedenic difpofition, as in the other 
cafe; but quickly terminate in a {cab, without 
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Creating any apparent diforder in the Cow.” 
Like the Cowpox, ‘this eruption appears moft 
commonly in the fpring, when the Cows are 
firft taken from their winter food, and fed with 
@rais. '——Jennet, p., 7. 

I obferved during my vifits to the Cow {tables 
near London, in Auguit and September laff, 
that a number of Cows were infected with erup- 
tions, fores, and fcabs on their breafts; efpe- 
cially on their paps. None of the animals had 
any conftitutional affeCtion, nor could I learn 
that any of the muilkers were infected. The 
eruptions now fpoken of break out, as I was 
told, efpecially in new comers. Freth Cows, 
it was faid, were apt to be thus affected, on ac- 
count of the much richer food which is given 
in London than in the country. The fame kind 
of fores, eruptions, and fcabs, (which mutt be dif- 
tinguifhed from the Cowpox,) I apprehend, are 
common in the country; of which the follow- 
ing teflimonies will be ufeful. 

‘Sir Ifaac Pennington, who could not learn 
that the Cowpox was prevalent in Cambridge- 
fhire, fays, ‘* I find Cows are lable to inflam- 
‘mations of the udders, but they do not affeé 
the hands of the milkers.”’ 

A number of Milch Cows are kept near. 
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Twickenham, and Mr. Beauchamp,* Surgeon, 
gave himfelf much trouble to oblige me, by 
making inquiries according to the dire’tion of 
my queries. He inftru€éts me, “* that all the 
Cow-keepers agree that warts, and {mall blad- 
ders, or puftules, appear frequently on the teats 
of the Cow, but never obferved the animal, or 
the milkers, to be affeted ;- not even when thefe — 
puftules were burft by the hands of milkers 
who had never fuffered the Smallpox.” 

Dr. Beckwith, of York, who well merits my 
beft thanks, beftowed great pains in making in- 
quiries among the medical pradtitioners in his 
neighbourhood, and the farmers. His report 
is, ** I+ am well fatisfied that no fuch difeafe 
as the Cowpox has ever appeared here in the 
memory of man; but forenefs and chops of 
the paps are obferved, from diftention by milk 
in fummer, never in winter, without affecting 
the hands of milkers.” 

In the Peffis bovilla, or murrain, the breafts, 
and efpecially the paps, are fometimes affected 
with puftules, or tubercles {; which, however, 


a 


_ * Mr. Beauchamp’s Letter, Twickenham, Sept. 18, 1798. 
+ Dr. Beckwith’s Letter, York, Sept. 19, 1798. 


+ Illos duntaxat boves, & quidem admodum raros, mortem 
effugifle guibus abfceflus ac decubitus in formam tuberculo- 
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feem to be in that difeafe the leaft of the unfa- 
vourable fymptoms. 

Dr. Belcombe, of Scarborough, in his obli- 
ging letter, obferves, * ‘* there is a difeafe of the 
paps, which renders them exceedingly fore and 
difficult to milk, but it is not infectious, and 
the fame Cow has it many times; nor are the 
hands of the milkers ever fore from it.—lIt 
commonly happens in hot and wet fummers.” 


On confidering the facts of the preceding 
hiftory, it appears that fome ufeful conclufions 
of a practical kind may be drawn from them. 


1. The body of evidettce is numerous and 
refpectable, declaring that a perfon who has la- 
boured under the Cow pox fever, and local erup- 
tion, is not fufceptible of the Smallpox. It 
does not appear that a fingle well-authenticated 
contravening inftance has fallen under obferva- 
tion. But I do*not apprehend, that accurate 


rum, fcabiei, depilationis, vel rhagadum, in uberum papillis 
fieri contegerit.—Lancisi de bovilla pefte, pag. 3, tom. 2, ’ 
NGL. 


* Dr. Belcombe’s Letter, Scarborough, Sept. 22, 1798. 
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and able reafoners will confider the fact as com- 
pleatly eftablhithed ; though I. doubt not they 


will allow that the teftimonies now produced, 


greatly confirm the probability, and that the 
cautious appropriation of it, 1m practice, 1s war- 
rantable. In the prefent inquiry, the atteftations 
have been obtained from fo many perfons, that 
it feems highly improbable indeed, that the 
contrary inftances fhould have been unobferved, 


or purpofely kept out of fight. If the fact had 


been f{upported by the teftimony of one obferver 
only, the experience of the world would have 
juftified us in demanding the account of the 
failures ; after the example of the keen fceptic 
of old, who, on being fhown the votive tablets 
of thofe who had been preferved from fhipwreck, 
inftead of yielding his aflent, replied, ‘* Where 
are the tablets of thofe who have perifhed ?*”” 


* IntelleCtus humanus in iis que femel placuerunt (aut 
‘quia recepta funt et credita, aut quia deleftant) alia etiam 
omnia trahit ad fuffragationem et confenfum cum illis. Et 
licet major fit inftantiarum vis et copia quze Occurrunt in con- 
trarium ; tamen eas aut non obfervat aut ‘Contemnit, aut dif- 
tinguendo fummovet et rejicit, non fine magno et perniciofo 
przjudicio quo prioribus illis fyllepfibus authoritas maneat 


- inviolata. Itaque recte refpondit, qui, cum fufpenfa tabula - 


in templo ei monftraretur eorum, qui vota folverant, quod. 
naufragii periculo elapfi fint, atque interrogando premeretur, 
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Granting the truth of this faét, its ufefulnefs 
in practice, in contemplation of it as a fubftitute 
of the Smallpox, muft depend upon the effeéts 
of the Cowpox, in comparifon with the Small- 
pox, efpecially in the particulars of the degree 
of danger to life; the kind of fymptoms, and their 
duration; and the fubfequent effects on the confti- 
tution. 


4 


1ft. The evidences, fhewing that no one has 
ever died, or even been apparently in danger, 
are the fame as thofe for the faét itfelf; that a 
perfon is not fufceptble of the Smallpox after hav- 
ing fuffered the Cowpox. But the conclufion, 
with refpect to the point of danger, is far more 
equivocal. The comparifon for this purpofe 
fhould be made with not fewer than one, or 
even two thoufand inftances. For though in 
feveral hundred examples of the Cowpox, which 
have been under obfervation, not one perfon 
has fallen a victim; this might, and indeed has 
been, the fortunate iffue of the inoculated 
Smallpox, of which it will fuffice to give two 
inf{tances. 

Dr. Wiliam Heberden informs me, that at 
Hungerford a few years ago, in the month of 


anne ¢um quidem eorum numen agnofceret, quefivit denuo; 
At ubi funt illi depiéti qui poft vota nuncupata perierunt ?— 
VeruLramit Novum Organum, Aphor. XLVI. 


Ee 
OGober, 800 poor perfons were inoculated for 
the Smallpox, without a fingle cafe of death. 
No exclufion was made on account of age, health, 
or.any other circumftance, but pregnancy ; one 
patient was 80 years of age; and many were 
at the breaft, and in the ftate of toothing. 

Dr. Woodville acquaints me, that in the cur- 
rent year, from January to Auguit inclufive, 
gut of upwards of 1700 patients inoculated 
at the Inoculation Hofpital, including the zm 
and out patients, only twa died; both of whom 
were of the latter defcription. | 

Such inftances of fuccefs can only be attri- 
buted to a certain favourable epidemic ftate of 
the human conftitution itfelf, exifting at parti+ 
cular times; for the proportion of deaths is 
ufually much greater ; indeed, fometimes it is 
very confiderably greater, owing, probably, 
to certain unfavourable epidemic ftates. Of 
the various different eftimates which have been 
made, the faireft feems to be that which ftates 
(under a choice of the moft favourable known 
circumftances which can be commanded) one 
death out of two hundred inoculated perfons, 
But when it is confidered that we are now 
to make the comparifon between the inocula 
ted Smallpox, and what may be called the a- 
tural Cowpox ; when it is confidered that the 
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inoculated Cowpox, in refpeét of the local 
eruption and ulceration, is a much lefs pain- 
ful and fhorter difeafe than the natural, or ca- 
fual Cowpox; when it is confidered that the 
inoculated Smallpox 1s efpecially dangerous from 
the number of eruptions, and that there is only 
a trifling local eruption of the part poifoned in 
the inoculated Cowpox ; when it 1s confidered 
that the Cowpox infection is not propagated in 
the ftate of efuvia: I fay from fuch confider- 
ations, it feems to be moft reafonable to con- 
clude, that there is great probability of the Cow-= 
pox either not proving fatal at all, or at moft being 
much lefs frequently fo than the inoculated Small~ 
pox: ; 
Further: the comparifon of the two difeafes 
fhould be inftituted, with refpecét to danger, 
under the particular circurnftances of Pregnancy 5 
Age; Toothing; Peeuliar morbid flates; Peculiar 
healthy flates, or Idiofyncrafies ; and certain Sea- 
fons, or epidemical States. 


Pregnancy. ‘The inoculated Smallpox is {6 
commonly mortal to the unborn in every period 
of geftation ; and fo frequently fo hkewife to 
the mother in advanced ftates of geftation ; that 

“no prudent practitioner would choofe to ino- 
culate under thefe circumftances; but to efcape 
the taking the difeafe by effluvia, in the’ cafual 


/ 
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way*. The expofure to infection, . being 
fometimes unavoidable, I confefs I feel anxious 
to afcertain the effects of inoculating the Cow- 
' pox infection. in fuch perfons. And on the 
_ grounds of theflightnefs, and fhort duration of the 
Cow pox eruptive fever, and of the merely local 
eruption, I apprehend a practitioner would be juf- 
tifiable in preferring the inoculation of the infec- 
tion of this diftemper to that of the Smallpox. 

On another account, the practice of inocu- 
lating the Cowpox feems recommendable in 
pregnancy, namely, that of preventing the 
irritable ftate of the womb, which is produced 
by abortion, during the Smallpox. From 
which irritable ftate, the female will be very 
liable, in future, to the misfortune of abor- 
tions. This is fo notorious a faé in brutes, that 
a Cow which has fuffered abortion, while la- 
bouring under the Lues. bovilla, or murrain, 
will feldom, in future, bring forth a live calf ;_ 
and on this account fuch a Cow becomes greatly 
degraded in value. Whereas a Cow, which 
has had the inoculated murrain when a calf, or 
at leaft before fhe was impregnated, is thereby 
ereatly enhanced in value. It was the great 


* See my paper On the effects of the variolous infection on 
pregnant women, Medical Annals, Vol. IX, Decade 2d, 1795¢ 
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Camper who recommended to his countrymen 
In Holland the general inoculation of calves 
for the murrain. ‘The matter is moft advan- 
tageoufly inferted into the ear, tail, or dewlap. 

Dr. Layard fays, oxen may be inoculated, 
either with the pus of their eruptions, or with 
the mucus from the nofe ; and that few, com- 
paratively with the cafual difeafe, die. Oxen 
were not infected by eating matter of the puf- 
tules with their corn; nor by covering their 
heads with a cloth, which had been impregna- 
ted with {team from the Pee of infected 
oxen. 

Whether the unborn animal will take the 
infection of the Cowpox from the mother, is a 
queftion for future obfervation-to determine. 
It has been fully determined (antecedently to 
the recent controverfy between two eminent 
anatomifts, for the honor of the difcovery,) 
by pathological obfervations, and demonftrated 
by anatomical* experiments and artifices, that 


* Succus nutritius et chylofus matris, ex poris et vafculis 
uterinis interventu membrana villofe tenuiffime quz chorio 
contigua eft, non fecus ac chylus a tunica inteftinorum villofa 
yecipitur, abforbetur, et per umbilicalem venam fertur, ex qua 
cum fanguine ad hepar infantis deducitur.-—— 

Nutritur infans mediante f{ucco temperato, gelatinofo ma- 
tris, qui per fpongiofam uteri fub{tantiam tranfcolatur et a fe- 
cundina recipitur, per cujus vafa ad infantem defertur.—+ 
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the blood of the mother does not pafs to the far- 
tus, nor return from the foetus to the mother: for 
the unborn frequently efcapes the difeafe of the 
Smallpox, although the mother be affected with 
it; and when the fcetus is infected, it is uni- 
formly fubfequent to the eruption, and even to 
fuppuration of the puftules on the mother.* 
Further injections will pafs from the umbilical 


Tpfa fecundina quatenus utero adhwret ex ejus fubftantia 
porofa fuccum alibilem, ncn vero fanzuinem matiis recipit— 
Credididerunt veteres, fanguinem matris nutrire infantem 
et vafa uteri cum vafis fecundinz et foetus invicem conne&i: 
4ed notabile eft, liquorem fiphone umbilicales arterias injec- 
tum per venam umbilicalem redire, modo placenta illzefa fu- 
erit; ex quo apparet, nullas dari anaftomofes vaforum uteri 
cum vafis fecundine et foetus, neque fanguinem foetus rurias . 
ad venas matris redire. Placenta uterina ex innumeris ca- 
pillaribus minimis vafculis eft contecta, per qua dum tranfit 
fanguis atteritur, Comminuitur inque minimas partes ac glo- 
bulos dividitur, intima unione fucci nutritit cum fanguine 
faGta, ut hac ratione per tenues canaliculos embryonis com- 
modius tranfire et nutritionem preftare poflit: unde revera 


fecundina in foetibus vice fungitur pulmonum, qui in foetu 2 
munere {uo vacant, quod identidem in intima fanguiris par- 
tium comminutione earumque unione cum chylofo fuccocon- 
fiftit : qua de caufa etiam vena umbilicalis id habet peculiare 
cum vena pulmonali ut fanguinem fluxilem floridum, et arte- 
riofo fimilem vehat quod omnibusaliis venis negatum eft—— 
F. Hoffmann, t. 1. lib. 1. fect. a1, cap. x11. 


* See the paper above cited, on the effects of varioloys 
Matter in pregnant women. 
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arteries of the foetusinto‘its body, andreturn by 
the umbilical vein, provided the placenta, or 
vicarious lungs of the feetus be entire. The 
feetus then: does not receive its blood from the | 
‘mother, nor does the blood of the foetus circu- 
‘Tate through ‘the mother. Yet the infant, be- 
“fore birth, frequently does receive fome kinds 
-of infectious matter from the mother, viz. the 
fyphilitic, variolous, &c. and of confequence, 
‘it feems poffible that it may receive the Cowpox 
infe@tion, fubfequently to its formation by the 
mother’s conftitution. In this cafe we fhould 
~expect no local difeafe, but merely the {pecific 
“fever. | ; 


4Age.—Whatever doubts may be entertained 
Hof very advanced, or decrepit age, being ad- 
‘verfe to the fuccefs of the inoculated Smallpox, - 
Tam fure that I fhall be fupported by the opinion 
wand practice of a very decilive majority, that 
“infancy is the {tate in which the largeft proportion 
"die under inoculation. In medical families, and 
in large towns; where, tothe reproach of our 
--police, perfons labouring under the Smallpox 
“~aré fuffered to appear in the ftreets and public 

walks; even themoft cautious practitioners deem 
“inoculation of infants warrantable, but not even 

then otherwife than to avoid the cafual difeafe. 


‘ 
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Bab el 
Of the effeéts of inoculation of infants with the 


_ Cowpox infection, we have but one or twoex- 


amples ; however thefe are in favour of the 


practice. 


Toothing.—Though the tender irritable ftate 
of a new-born child may be a more dangerous one 
with the Smallpox, than even the ftate of actual 
great irritation during the cutting of teeth with - 


this difeafe, yet the evidence in point of fafety is 


againft inoculating the Smallpox in the latter ca- 
fes. ‘This being the fact, we {hall feel inclined, 
under the circumftance of dentition, to inoculate 
for the Cowpox; if expofure to the Smallpox 
infection be unavoidable. 


Peculiar weg ftates—Certain difeafes have 
been found to have no influence in occafioning 
the inoculated Smallpox to take place in a fevere 
manner. On the contrary, it appears that fome 
of thefe difeafed ftates render the Smallpox 
milder. But of the influence of fuch morbid 
conditions on the Cowpox, we poflefs no expe- 
rience to authorife an opinion. ‘There are fome 
{tates induced by particular difeafes, namely, by 
the Meafles, Hooping Cough, &c. which are 
confidered to be the occafion of a fevere difeafe 
in the inoculated Smallpox ; and from this con- 
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fideration, under the circumftance of unavoid- 
able expofure to the Smallpox infe@tion, it feems 


warrantable to prefer the inoculation of the 
Cowpox. 


Pecuhar ftates of health, or Idiofyncrafies. 
The cafes of certain families in which the 
Smallpox is uncommonly fevere, and of other fa- 
milies in which it is very mild, are fo frequent 
as to have fallen under the notice of every phy- 
fician of experience. Some families have been 
fo unfortunate, that all their children have died 
in the Smallpox, either in the cafual way, or 
by inoculation. It is not a very great rarity 
to find a family, in which-feveral children have 
' fallen victims to the Smallpox, and in which 
a fingle furviving child remains: in fuch a 
cafe, the parents, and perhaps the child, are 
under conftant apprehenfions of the cafual 
Smallpox ; for they are deterred from inoculation 
by what has happened. Surely, in fuch cir- 
cumftances, one would be inclined to recom- 
mend inoculation for the Cowpox. 


During certain feafons, or epidemical*® frates. 
At certain times, when the Smallpox 1s epide- 
* A very mild and innocent endemial Smallpox, occurred : 


in the practice of Dr. Hicks, of which a hiftory is expected 
by the profeffiona] public. 


ye 

‘mical, it is moftly violent and very fatal; and 
at other times it is moftly, neither violent, nor 
very fatal. 

Such different forts Be Smallpox eal to 
depend upon-prevalent peculiar ftates of health 
of people, rather than on the properties of the 
atmofphere. When an unfavourable epidemi- 
cal ftate.is difcovered, the judicious practitioner | 
will find the queftion worthy of his contempla- 
tion, whether it will not be juftifiable to introduce 
the inoculation of the Cowpox, to fuperfede 
the Smallpox ! 


2. The kind of fymptoms, and the duration 
of the two difeafes, muift be compared toge-_ 
ther.—If an inoculator could, at his will, com- 
mand on inoculation of the Smallpox,’ a flight 
local affection, a trifling eruptive fever, and a 
very {mall number of eruptions, there would be 
no temptation held out on the fcore of fymptoms, 
to inoculate for the Cowpox; becaufe, in this 
difeafe, itappears that weare liable, even byinocu- 
lation, to produce a painful phlegmonic in- 
flammation ; extenfive and very irritating in- 
flammation of the {kin around the part poifoned, 
and ulceration of the phagedenic kind. A fuf- 
ficient number of cafes of the inoculated Cow- 
pox have not been attefted, to enable us to form 
L3 
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an accurate judgment of the degree of the 
fymptoms, in comparifon with thofe of the 
inoculated Smallpox. It does not appear that 
there is nearly fo great a difference between the 
conftitutiorial diforder, or fever, of the inocu- 
lated Cowpox, and of the cafual Cowpox, as 
between the diforder of the conftitution of the 
‘inoculated Smallpox, and the cafual Smallpox : 
‘nor of courfe are the advantages of the inocu- 
lated Cowpox fo eminently great, comparatively 
with thofe of the cafual difeafe, as the advan- 
tages of the inoculated Smallpox are fuperior 
to thofe of this difeafe in the cafual way. On 
comparifon of the fymptoms of the inoculated 
Chickenpox, the inoculated murrain, and the 
inoculated Meafles, with thefe difeafes, in the 
cafual way, by effluvia, the difference is not fo 
great as to raife confiderably our expeation 
of advantages from the pra€tice of inoculation. 
Although Camper and Layard are advocates for 
moculation for the Murrain, Monf. de Berg 
gives acontrary opinion, declaring, * Que l’ino- 
culation n’offre aucuns avantages réels; fur-tout 
dans les cas ou Vepizootic eft trés-meurtri€re, 
circonftance qui d’ailleurs eft la feule dans Ja- 
quelle elle puiffe étre de quelque utilité. 


* Lettre a Monf. Linguet, p. 28, Appendix, 
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3. The fubfequent effecis on the conftitution, 


from the Cowpox, muft be compared with thofe 
from the inoculated Smallpox. A difpofition to 
certain difeafes, and even difeafes themfelves, 
are not rarely brought on by the Smallpox; but 
fometimes alfo difpofitions to difeafes, and dif 
eafes themfelves of the moft inveterate kind, 
are removed by the Smallpox. In families, 
wherever certain difpofitions to difeafes are he- 
teditary, and which difeafes are known to have 
been excited by the Smallpox; inoculation 
for the Cowpox on this account may be a confi- 
derable benefit; but that is on the fuppofition, 
that no difeafes, or morbid difpofitions, are in- 
duced by it. As far as my inquiries have ex- 
tended, I have found that no fuch morbid ef- 
feéts have enfued from the Cowpox ; but [ ap- 
prehend that many more obfervations, than have 
hitherto been made, are requifite to afcertain 
this point fatisfactorily. | 

Although pits from the Smallpox are not 
a difeafe, they are at leaft a deformity, which 
itis of the greateft moment for many perfons 
to prevent ; but which, however, no one can 
certainly guard againft, even by inoculation ; 
and as in the Cowpox, no fuch confequences 
take place, an inducement is afforded to inocu- 
date for this difeafe. 


| 
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i]. As the Smallpox infection is propagated 
in the ftate of effluvia, and by adhering in an 
unfeen, and even invifibly, {mall quantity, to 
cloaths, furniture, &c.: but as the Cowpox 
infection is only propagated ina vifible quantity, 


and for the moft part, only when applied to the 


divided cuticle; the means of avoiding the 
Cowpox are eafy, and obvioufly fimple. On 
account of the extremely contagious nature of 
the variolous poifon, the extenfive diflemination 
of it by inoculation, and the practice of inocu- 
Jating for the Smallpox being only partial; it ap- 
pears that the mortality by the Smallpox, has 
been in a greater proportion fince, than before 
the introduction of inoculation. And no faga- 
city is required to predié, that fhould the prac- 
tice of imoculating for the Cowpox ever become 
very general among{t young perfons, the vario- — 
lous infection mutt be extinguifhed ; and, of 
confequence, that loathfome and deftrutive 
difeafe, the Smallpox, be knownonly by name. 
And this benefit will accrue, without even the 
allay of the introduction of a new difeafe, it 
being plain from the nature of the Cowpox 
poifon, that it will be eafy to avoid, and prevent. 
its diffemination. 


AI. The Cowpox poifon appears to alter the 
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human conttitution, fo as to render it unfufcepti- 
ble of the agency of a different morbific poifon, 
namely, of the variolous, in producing the 
Smallpox. This fact is, I-believe, quite a no- 
_-velty in phyfiology and pathology : it indicates 
a new principle in the mode of prophylactic 
practice. And we now fee upon what princi- 
ple, difeafes from various other morbific pole 
fons may poffibly be prevented from taking 
place; fuch as the meafles, ulcerous fore throat, 


hooping cough, fyphilis, &c., viz.inconfequence 


of deftroying the excitability of the conftitu- 
tion to fuch poifons, by the agency of different, 


and perhaps leis hurtful ones. Whether the 


Cowpox preferves the conftitution from other 
morbific poifons, befides the variolous, is an 
undecided queftion. This fact alfo fuggefts the 
idea, that the eeconomy of live beings may be 
hable to undergo permanent changes i in the ftate 
of excitability of each, in refpec of certain fti- 
—muli, both morbific and innocent ones; which 
obfervation has not hitherto difcovered. And 
on account of the unobferved agency of fuch fii- 
muli, fome conftitutions are utterly incapable, 
either permanently or for a limited time, of 
taking the Smallpox, and perhaps other difeafes. 
But if there are in nature means of rendering 
the human conftitution unfufceptible, it muft 
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be allowed that it is probable there are alfo 
means of rendering it particularly difpofed to 
certain difeafes. And it is poflible that the fame 
conftitution may, in the courfe of life, under- 
go repeatedly a temporary {tate of inexcitability 
to certain ftimuli; but there is no reafon to 
fuppofe that a ftate of inexcitability, which 
would otherwife be permanent, may be removed 
-by certain morbific flimuli. 

In the veterinary branch of phyfic, it is a 
matter of {till greater importance to pofflefs the 
“means of rendering the conftitution unfufcep- 
tible of theagency of the morbific poifon which 
produces the murraim: becaufe, 

1. This malady is more deftruétive when it 
is epizootic, than the Smallpox 1s. among hu- 
man creatures: 2. Becgufe inoculation for it is 
not nearly fo beneficial; a greateproportion dy- 
ing under inoculation. 

It feems of {mall confequence in practice, 
but it is very important on account of phyfi- 
ology to determine, whether the human cecono- 
my is rendered unfufceptible of the Cowpox, 
by having undergone the Smallpox. In the 
inftances related, of people taking the Cowpox 
who had gone through the Smallpox, the obfer- 
vation was not directed with a view to deter- 
mine, fatisfactorily, whether the local affection 


bes , 


was certainly attended, or preceded by a con- 
{titutional affection. 


1V. If it be true that the fame conftitution 

is liable to undergo repeatedly the Cowpox, 
to which diftemper no one has fallen a vidtim, 
practitioners may avail themfelves of this 
mean of exciting an innocent fever, asa remedy 
of various diforders; it being a truth, ad- 
mitted by, men of experience, that fevers are 
occafionally efficacious remedies’; efpecially for 
inveterate Chronic maladies; fuch as, Epilepfy; 
Hyfteria; Infanity; St. Vitus’s Dance ; Teta- 
nus ; Skin deformities and difeafes, &c. 


V. Concerning the itology of the difeafe, 
which is the fubject of our inquiry.—The 
Cowpox in the human animal has, in every 
cafual infance of the difeafe, been fo clearly 
traced immediately to the Cow’s breafts, affec- 
ted with the Cowpox, that it would be mif- 
_ pending time to relate, particularly, the hiftory 
of cafes, to prove what is afferted. The in-_ 
oculation with matter from the Cow, produces 
the fame difeafe as the cafual Cowpox. It ap- 
pears alfo, that the Cowpox matter of the hu- 
man animal excites the fame difeafe as .the 
matter from the Cow. It has not been deter- 
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mined by experiment, nor by any obfervation 
of incidental agency of Cowpox matter ; that 
this matter generated in the human animal, 
will excite the fame difeafein the Cow; but 
from the faéts juft {poken of, probably few per- 
fons will doubt that this muft be the cafe. The 
Cowpox of the brute is either excited by matter 
conveyed from a beaft, labouring under the 
difeafe, (in an obvious way by the hands of 
milkers) to uninfeted Cows; in which man- 
ner one difeafed beaft may infe& an unlimited 
number of beafts; or the difeafe is excited by 
aboriginal Cow pox matter, thatis, by mattercom- 
pounded in the’animal ceconomy of the Cow, 
without any matter of the fame kind having been 
applied... The means by the agency of which the 
animal aeconomy 1s put into fuch a ftate, as to 
com pound this peculiar matter, are not yet found 
out. A connection is, however, obferved be- 
tween the difeafe and the {pring feafon, the 
autumn, and change from lefs nutritious to 
more nutritious food. ) 

It has been concluded by Dr. Jenner, that 
the aboriginal. matter is from the matter of the 
greafe of horfes, which gains admiffion through 
the milkers who handle fuch greafed horfes : 
‘but this conclufion has no better fupport, than 
the coincidence in fome inftances of the pre- 
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valence of the two difeafes in the fame farm, 
and in which the fame fervants are employed 
among the horfes ‘and cows. This aflertion 
ftands in need of fupport from other obferva- 
tions. The experimenium crucis {eems to have 
been already inftituted, but without fuccefs, 
namely, the inoculation with the greafe matter 
of the Cow’s breaft, by Dr. Jenner. Itis to ex- 
cite farther refearch, that I fhall mention how 
fuccefslefs my inquiries have been to find the 
origin of the Cowpox to be in the greate. 

1. I have found that in many farms the 
Cowpox breaks out, although no new comer 
has been introduced into the herd ; although the 
milkers do not come in contact with horfes ; 
although there are no greafed horfes; and even 
although there are no horfes kept on the farm. 

2. It appears that the Cowpox does not break 
out under the moft favourable circumftances for 
its production, if it be occafioned by the 
greafe. ‘Through the application of my inefti- 
mable colleague, Dr. William Heberden, Ihave 
got much inftrudtion relating to this head, from 
Sir Ifaac Pennington. ‘* 1* have had,” fays 
Sir. Ifaac, ‘‘ Dr. Jenner’s book fome weeks, 

* Sir {aac Pennington’s Letter, Cambridge, Sep. 14, 1798. 
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and the particulars {tated in it are really aftonifh- 
ing. I have made inquiries upon the fubject 
at Cottenham and Willingham ; in which two 
parifhes, 3000 Milch Cows are kept, alfo a 
‘great many horfes of the rough-legged cart 
kind, (much lable to the fcratches or greafe,) 
half the parifhes being under the plough, and 
the men much employed in milking. But I 
cannot find that any puftulous eruptions on the 
teats of the Cow, or on the hands of the mil- 
kers, have ever been heard of; and what feems 
to prove the negative in this cafe, I underftand 
inoculation fucceeds juft as well in thefe parithes, 
as any where elfe. I cannot find from thofe 
concerned in inoculation, that fhoeing-fmiths 
are lefs liable to the infection of the Smallpox 
than other people.” 

Dr. Parr is one of the few men of learning, 
and acknowledged ability, who has imbibed an 
unfavourable opinion of the whole of the faéts, 
and reafoning, of Dr. Jenner. But as my Exe- 
ter friend merely oppofes reafoning and _gratui- 
tous fuppofitions, to at leaft fome well-attefted 
facts, I do not think any thing will be gained 
by ftating,. particularly, his fentiments on the 
fubject, yet I acquiefce to his judgment, ‘ that 
the affertion, that the Cowpox proceeds from 
the heels of horfes, is gratuitous.” He repro- 


bes 
bates the conclufions on this part of the fub- 
ject, in fomewhat opprobrious terms; in which, 
however, the Doctor himfelf argues. more on 
gratuitous fuppofitions, than admitted truths. 

‘© Limpid* fluid is always more active than 
pus: for a wound no longer fpreads when the 
matter becomes purulent. Ifa difeafe does pro- 
ceed from the matter of the heel of the horfe ; 
it is no other than fuch as occurs in the human 
{ubject, namely, topical ulcers, from a putrid - 
fomes; fince it is probable, (p. 49, Jenner) ou 
Dr. Jenner’s own foundation, the eruptions 
-Men fervants 
feldom milk cows in this country, and when 
they do, fuch infufferable dirtinefs as to milk 


with hands {treaming with the running of a 


muit precede its influence. 


fore heel, would not be tolerated in any milk-- 
ing court in this county. Indeed, I think. this 
publication (Dr. Jenner’s) is a hbelon hisown 
neighbourhood.” 

At the clofe of thefe adverfe obfervations, it 
is but fair to reprefent, that this opinion, re- 
{pecting the origin of the Cowwpox, is not merely 
that of Dr. Jenner—for Mr. Smith (letter above 
cited) fays, ** Mr. Woodman had a notion of 
the Cowpox originating from the fore héels of 


* Dr. Parr’s, M. D. Letter, Exeter, July 22, 1798. 
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horfes.” And feveral male fervants at the milk 
farms near London {faid, © there was fuch’a 
notion entertained in feveral parts in the coun- 
try, whatever might be its foundation.” 

The Cowpox poifon, and the hydrophobic 
poifon, are the only {pecific morbific matters 
to the human animal economy, which. are 
clearly proved to be derived from brute animals; 
for there is only {mall probability on the fide of 
the opinion, that the fyphilitic poifon is from the 
bull*; the Smallpox from the. camel; and the 
itch from the dog. The ceconomy then of the 
human kind, and of Cows, refemble, in the par- 
ticular of being excitable toa difeafe, the Cow- 
pox, by a certain fpecific poifon. Whether 
other animals; efpecially males of the bovine 
kind ; can take the Cowpox, has not been deter- 
mined by experiment, or accidental obfervation. 
Morbific. poifons, which . produce {pecific dif- 
eafes, act in this way only on one {pecies of 
animal, except in a few inftances ; fuch as the 
hydrophobic, and Cow pox porfons. Camper, — 
Ingen houfz, and Woodville, in vain, attempted 
to produce the Smallpox by inoculation, in a 


* Bulls fo difeafed, are faid to be flung.—Sir Ifaae Pen- 


nington’s Letter. 


+ See Bruce’s Travels, and Dr. Woodville’s: Hiftory 


of Inoculation. 


~ 
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number of different brute animals.* J. Hunter 
failed in attempting to excite the fyphilis in a 
dog, by inoculating him with the porfon of the 
gonorrhoea, and of a fyphilitic ulcer. Camper 
attefts, that in the moft malignant epizootic 
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murrain; which fpread moft rapidly among 


oxen; yet other animals, fuch as theep, horfes, 
affes, dogs, &c. were not infected by aflociating 
with the diftempered oxen; nor even by feed- 
ing with them in the fame compartments of a_ 
{table. | 


In the eruptive contagious difeafe among fheep 


in France 40 years ago, other fpecies of animals 


which affociated with them were not infected. 
The newly-obferved difeafe, which prevailed 
among domettie cats in 1796, throughout great 
part of Europe, and even America, ee not ap- ! 
pear to affect other animals. | 
Thefe obfervations may ferve to remove the 
fears of thofe who apprehend, that in confe- 


* Berrier, of Chartres, afferts, that monkeys, dogs, fheep, 
rabbits, oxen, and other brute animals, are fufceptible of 
the Smallpox ; but his evidence has not the weight of a fea- 
ther againft the contrary authorities. 
Swediaur afferts, that monkeys are never affected with the 
fyphilis, although in England they are fubje& to the fcrofula, 
and that other animals are equally unfufceptible of the fyphi- 


lis, although Pauw affirms, that in Peru, dogs are affected 


with this difeafe. 
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quence of domefticating brute creatures, we 
are liable to render their difeafes exdemzal. 


VI. As it appears that the Cowpox poifon, 
after its admiffion into the human conititution, 
takes effect, or fenfibly exerts its agency upon 
the whole economy, in feven or eight days ; it 
feems probable that it will anticipate, in many 
-inftances, the agency of the Smallpox poifon ; 
if the two poifons be introduced at the fame 
time, or nearly fo ;. in which cafe the patients. 
fhould be in future incapable of the Smallpox. 

If the morbific poifon of the varicella, or 
chickenpox, were to be inferted at the fame time 
with the Cowpox poifon, it is probable alfo that 
the Cowpox would fufpend the Chickenpox ; and 
perhaps render the conftitution unfufceptible of 
its aétion in future. But if it be a truth thatthe 
rubeolous poifon can be inferted by inoculation ; 
and that it affects the conftitution in fix days ; 
when this poifon and that of the Cowpox are 
introduced atthe fame time, it is moft likely the _ 
Meafles will fufpend the Cowpox. 

So long as the conftitution is under the agency 
of the Cowpox poifon, it 1s not probable that 
it will be infected by thofe morbific poifons, — 
whofe exiftence is only known by their effects; _ 
(for they operate in too minute a quantity to 
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fall under the notice of our fenfes) namely, 
the poifon which occafions the Influenza, Hoop- 
ing Cough, ulcerous Angina 3. that which oc- 
cafions the T'yphus fever ; the miafmata, and 
the contagion of intermittent fevers, &c. 
To give an inftance of application of the 
fats to practice: if a woman be far advanced 
in pregnancy, and expofure to Smallpox infec- 
tion has been, or is unavoidable; in that cafe it 
will be of vait importance to avert the prefent im- 
pending danger, from the female. Under fucha 
circumftance, the temptation to inoculate for the 
Cowpox will be felt by the practitioner. And 
provided the inoculation be inftituted in not more — 
than fix or feven days after expofure to the vari- 
- olous infection, it fhould, according to principle, 
pretty certainly preferve the patient from the 
Smallpox ; or if it be done within ten or twelve 
days, it fhould frequently anfwer the purpofe. 
For the variolous poifon lies within the human 
body, mott frequently, fifteen days, and often 
four or five days later, before its general agency 
is perceived ; whereas the Cowpox poifon aéts 
upon the whole conftitution in feven or eight 
days after its admiffion. 


VIL The Cowpox poifon is, according to 
N 
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the prefent facts, totally different in its nature 


and effects from every other morbific poifon, 
both of cattle and human creatures. It is not 


Pete 


neceflary to enter minutely into the diftinguifh- . 


ing characters of it, as it appears in Cows, as 
thefe will be collected from the hiftory of the 
difeafe. Ithink it right juft to mention, that 
care fhould be taken not to confound the Cow- 
pox with the common warty eruptions and in, 
flammations, ending in fcabs, which affect the 
paps only, or at moft the paps and the udders. 
It mutt alfo be recolleCted, that the Cowpox is 
quite different from the difeafes of cattle, which 
are attended with eruptions of the {kin in gené- 
ral, fuch as take place in the murrain, or peffis 


bovilla, already {poken of; on which eruptive ~ 


difeafes more has been written by the Italian, 
French, and Dutch phyficians, than a the 
Englifh *. 


* Gli affiftenzi a’ bovi ammalati e molt’ altri uomini degni 
di fede m’atteftarono d’aver offervati, in alcuni tumori crudi 
ia diverfe parti del corpo con lingue aride, nere e tagliate, in 
altri aver veduti tumori maturate.—P. 4. Michelloti, p. 12, 
1711. 

La terza offervazione fu circa alcuni ia » che dimorarano 
in ima ftalla come alle pecore: due di effi cacciarono d’ alla 
cute certi tubercolletti.—Padre Boromeo, p. 48. 

Annis 1713, 1714, in noftro Ferrarienfi Ducatu, lues con- 
tagiofaboum, &c. Correpti enim boves cibum refpuebant 5 
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On account of the notion which, by fome, is 
entertamed, that the Cowpox infection is of the 


fame nature as the variolous, it may be ufeful 
' to point out the great differences between them. 

1. The Cowpox poifon, introduced by inocu- 
lation, affects the whole conftitution at the fame 
time, inthe fame degree, and manner, as when 
admitted in the cafual way; andif the local af- 
fetion be more fevere in the cafual, than in 
the inoculated way, it feems to be owing to 
the ftru€ture of the part, namely, the thick 
cuticle in the palms of the hands. 

2. The Cowpox poifon only affects the con- 
ftitution, through the intervention of the part 
_poifoned. 


3. This morbific poifon produces no eruption 


aures fubito collapf procidebant: pili erigebantur ; tremor 
pené univerfalis aderat: oculi lacrymabant: per nares multa 
lymphz copia exibat; alvus folvebatur: et in aliquibus puf- 
tule fub cute prodibant, ita ut crederent aliqui Variolis bo- 
ves. ipfos affici ; tandemque brevi feptem dierum {patio mo- 


_ riebantur.— 7. Lanzoni, t. 20, b. 202. 


| Maculis denique et puftulis infe€ta cutis, adeo ut quibufdam, 
in mentem venerit cogitare boves non lue, ut nunc res eft, 
fed ipfis puftulis quas Variolas vocant interire—7F. Md. Lan-— 
cift de bovilla pefte. | 

Schreiben an die Generalftaaten betreffend die Einimpfung 
der Viehfeuche gefchrieben den 16 Febr. 1770.—CAMPER 
Von Einimpfung der Kindviehfeuche, ihren Vortheilen und 
Bedingungen. —Campeirs Berliner Gefelifchaft. | 
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or inflammation, but of, and near, the part to 
which the poifon is applied. | 
_ 4. The Cowpox poiton from the human fub- 
ject will, in all probability, infect the Cow with 
the Cowpox; which the variolous poifon will 
not. . 3 

sg. It is aflerted that a perfon may have the 
Cowpox who has had the Smallpox. 

6. The local puftulous eruptions in the Cow- 
pox are rather of the nature of veficles, or phlyc- 
tena, than purulent eruptions; and the ulcera- 
tion is apt to be of the phagedenic kind. 

_ 4. The Cowpox infection is not propagated 
in the {tate of effluvia, or gas. 

8. Cowpox matter applied to the eyes, lips, 
and various other foft parts; or toany parts which 
are punctured, or wounded, in perfons who have 
already had the Cowpox ; or are then illof the 
difeafe, will excite the peculiar local affection 
from this poifon, and perhaps fever. 


VIII. There are fome who are not certain 
whether or not they-have gone through the 


Smallpox, yet they have {uch a dread of the 


difeafe, as not to fubmit even to inoculation for 
it. To fuch perfons, the inoculation for the 
Cowpox, as a fubftitute for the Smallpox, muft 
prove a happy difcovery. 
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Some who have never gone through the 
Smallpox, have been repeatedly inoculated for 
the Smallpox, and alfo been expofed much 
to the infe@tion of it in the cafual way, yet 
could not be infected. Perfons, fo circumitan- 
ced, to be more fecure, may be inoculated for 
the Cowpox. 


Such is the reprefentation which I fhall ven- 
ture to lay before the public, of the benefits 
likely to accrue to human fociety, from ino- 
culation. for the Cowpox. I fhall be no better 
contented with thofe who will contider the facts 
to be already completely demonttrated, than 
with the oppofite extreme opinion, that the 
whole of the profpects difplayed are merely 
Eutopian. ‘The fortunes of the new-propo- 
fed practice cannot, with certainty, be told 
at prefent by the moft difcerning minds. 
- More inftances are requifite to eftablith practical 
and pathological truths. Without afluming pre- 
tenfions which, I think, unwarrantable, the 
number of inftances farther requifite cannot be 
ftated; but one may fafely affert, that weil- 
dire@ted obfervation in a thoufand cafes of ino- 
culated Cowpox, would not fail to produce (uch 
a valuable body of evidence, as will enabic us 
to apply our knowledge with much uicfulnefs 
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wn practice, and eftablifh, or at leaft bring us 
nearer the eftablifhment, of fome truths. 
They who take a part in the prefent: in- 
quiry, muft not expect to efcape detraction. 
But fuch a profpe& will not divert him from his 
path, who labours in the culture of phyfic for 
the fatisfaction of hisown mind; well knowing 
that it argues egregious ignorance of what is 
pafling in the world, to do fo from any other 
motive. 


Communications received after the preceding Sheets 
were printed ; and additional obfervations. 


Mr. Rolph, Surgeon in Peckham, practifed 
phyfic nine years at Thornbury in Gloucefter- 
thire. During two of thefe years, he was the 
colleague of the late Mr. Grove, who had been 
a medical pradtitioner at Thornbury for near 
forty years. ‘The greater part of the facts above 
ftated, relating to’ the Cowpox, are familiarly 
known to Mr. Rolph from his own obfervation, 
and from the experience of Mr. Grove. _ | 

Mr. Rolph tells me, that in Gloucefterthire the 
Cowpox is very frequently epizootic in the dairy- 
farms in the {pring feafon. It. efpecially breaks 
out in Cows newly introduced into the herds. 
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When a number of Cows ‘in a farm are at the 
fame time affected, the infeflion feems gene- 
rally to have originated in the conflitution of 
fome one Cow, and before the milker is aware 
of the exiftence of the difeafe, the infectious 
matter is probably conveyed by the hands to the 
teats and udders of other Cows ; hence they are 
infe@ted. For if the difeafe in the Cow firft affec- 
ted be perceived in a certain ftate, and obvious 
precautions be taken, the infeétion does not 
{pread, but is confined to a fingle beaft. Whe- 
ther the morbific poifon is egenerated in the 
Cow firft difeafed ina given farm, de novo, from 
time to time, and diffeminated among the reft 
of the herd; or, like the Smallpox poifon, is 
only communicated from animals of the fame 
fpecies to one another, is not afcertained. No 
Cow has been known to die, or to be in danger 
from this diforder. 

A great number of inftances of the Cowpox 
in milkers had fallen under Mr. Rolph’s obfer- 
vation; and many hundreds more under that 
of his late partner, Mr. Grove; but not a fin- 
gle mortal, or even dangerous, cafe had occur- 
red. The patients were ordinarily ill of a flight 
fever for two or three days, and the local af- 
fection was fo flight, that the affiftance of me- 
dical practitioners was rarely required. He had 
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no doubt that the inoculated Cowpox was at- 
tended with as little pain and uneafinefs as the 
ordinary cafes of inoculated Smallpox. 

Mr. Rolph fays, there is not a medical prac- 
titioner of even little experience in Gloucetfter- 
fhire, or fcarce a dairy-farmer, who does not 
know from his own experience, or that of 
others, that perfons who have fuffered the Cow- 
pox, are exempted from the agency of the va- 
_ riolous poifon. 

The late Mr. Grove was avery extenfive Small- 
pox inochilator, fgequently having 200 to 300 pa- 
tients at one time, and the fa& of exemption now 
afferted had been long before his death abun- | 
dantly eftablifhed, by his experience of many 
{cores of fubjeéts who had previoufly laboured 
under the Cowpox, being found unfufceptible 
of the Smallpox; either by inoculation, or by 
effluvia. 

While. Mr. Rolph practifed at Thornbury, 
he thinks not fewer than threefcore inftances 
of failure, in attempting to produce the Small- 
pox by inoculation, occurred in his own practice ; 
allof which were perfons whohad been previoufly 
affected with the Cowpox. In almoft all of 
thefe cafes the uninfected perfons  affociated 
with thofe who took the Smallpox, and many 
were repeatedly inoculated. Although Mr. 
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Rolph has not, in his recolleétion, any inftan- 
ces of people taking the Smallpox, who gave 
admiffible evidence i their having laboured un- 
der the Cowpox ; he thinks fuch cafes may, 
and have indeed occurred to others, where the — 
Cowpox had been only local; it being requifite | 
that the whole conftitution fhould be affected, in 
order to deftroy the excitability to the variolous 
poifon. 

Mr. Rolph declared, that his confidence in 
the efficacy and fafety of inoculation for the 
Cowpox was fuch, that he regretted he could 
not, at prefent, procure Cowpox matter to ino- 
culate two of his own children, who had not 
yet had the Smallpox. This meafure 1s, how- 
ever, determined upon. 

_ Asa particular inftance, Mr. Rolph ed 
the following: A foldier’s wife, while in the 
Smallpox, was accidentally in the company of 
feveral farmers at an alehoufe in Thornbury. 
Two of the company who had gone through 
the Cowpox, but not the Smallpox, were not 
affected by the variolous infection ; but three 
others, who had not laboured under the Cow- 
pox, took the Smallpox. 

Mr. Rolph’s mind was not fatisfied that a 
perfon could be conftitutionally affected by the 
Cowpox poifon more than once, but he had no 
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doubt that the local affe€tion might be produ- 
ced repeatedly. Neither did he certainly know 
that a perfon was fufceptible of the Smallpox, 
who had been conftitutionally affe€ted by the 
Cowpox. 


Mr. Rolph, in a letter to Dr. Beddoes, dated 
June roth, 1795, communicated the following 
obfervations. Speaking of a man who could 
not be infected, although he was repeatedly 
inoculated for the Smallpox, and although he 
lived in the fame room with another man who — 
died of the Smallpox——-Mr. Rolph fays, ‘ it is 
worthy* of remark, that. this man had fome 
years before, a complaint incident to Cows, 
and commonly called the Cowpox ; a malady 
more unpleafant than dangerous. It is gene- 
rally received by conta& in milking. In the 
human fpecies, the complaint is fometimes Jo- 
cal, at other times abforption takes place, and 
the glands in the courfe of the abforbents be- 


* See the queries of Dr. Beddoes, concerning inoculation, 
fubjoined to his tranflation of Gimbernat’s method of opera- 
ting for the Femoral Hernia.—London, Johnfon, 1795. 
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‘come indurated and painful. When this is the 
cafe, I have learned from my own obfervation, and 
the teftimony of fome old practitioners, that fufcep- 
tibility to the Smallpox is deftroyed. Some advan- 
tage may probably, in time, be derived from 
this fact.” | 


Letter from Dr. Fenner to Dr. Pearfon. 
Cheltenham, 27th Sept. 1798. 
My Dear Sir, 


The perufal of your proof fheets has afforded 
me great pleafure, both from the handfome 
manner in which you mention my name, and 
from the mafs of evidence which has poured in 
upon you from different countries in fupport of 
the faé&t which I fo ardently with to fee efta- 
blifhed on a fteady and durable bafis. 

Your firft query refpeéting the ‘Foetus in 
Utero I cannot refolve. 

With refpect to your fecond, you may be 
affured that a perfon may be repeatedly affected, 
both locally and generally, by the Cowpox, 
two inftances of which I have adduced, and 
have many more in my recollection. But, ne- 
sep on this important point, I have fome 
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reafon to fufpe& that my difcriminations have 
not been, till lately, fufficiently nice. I muft 
obferve to you, that what the conftitution feels 
from the abforption of the Virus*, is of a mild 
and tranfient nature, but the fores (which fores, 
when cafual, are often numerous, and attended 
with much forenefs and inflammation) are fuffi- 
cient of themfelves to occafion much diforder. 
in the fyftem. Certain it is, that the fkin is 
always fubje&t to the ulcerative effets of the 
virus, but whether the conftitution can repeat- 
edly feel the primary effedts of it, I have ex- 
periments in view to determine.—Let me here 
call your attention to a fimilarity between the 
Smallpox and the Cowpox. The fymptoms of 
abforption firft difturb the fyftem, and, fe- 
condly, the fyftem feels the confequences of 
the local fores. Exactly fo with the Cowpox ; 
and as the Cowpox inflammation is always of 
the eryfipelatous kind, when it f{preads over 
the {kin to any great extent, it produces fymp- 
toms not unlike the confluent Smallpox. 

It is painful to me to tell you, that I have 
not an atom of the matter that I can depend 
upon for continuing the experiments. Mr. — 
, when he inoculated the boy, did not 


* J ufe this expreffion as the common language of the day, 
without corMenting to the truth of it. 
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take matter early enough from the puftule to 
fecure its efficacy,—for after it has loft its lim- 
pid quality, and becomes pus, I fear its fpecific © 
effets ceafe.—Much precaution is therefore ne- 
ceflary in the progrefs of the inquiry ; and this 
is my grand fear, that the difcovery may fall 
into difcredit froma want of that attention, in 
conducting the experfments which the fubje& 
requires. For example—a perfon may conceive 
he has the Cowpox matter on his lancet, when, 
in faét, there may be only a little putrid pus— 
with this he fcratches the {kin, and excites dif- 
eafe ;—the patient is afterwards fubjected to the 
infertion of the variolous poifon, and unquef- 
tionably will have the difeafe-—Thus a delu- 
five inference would be drawn, at once hurtful 
to the caufe, and particularly injurious to me. 
However truth muft appear at laft, and from 


your refearches, its appearance will certainly be 
expedited.” — | 


I remain 
Yours very truly, 


E. JENNER. | 


C come 


Abjiract of a Letter from Mr. Few/fter, Surgeon 
in Thornbury, dated Oétober 11th, sats to 
Mr. Rolph, onli in ee ielet 


‘In the {pring of the year 1768 I came to live 
~ at Thornbury, where I have refided ever fince. 
In that very year, from the following occur- 
rence, I became well acquainted with the dif- 
eafe called Cowpox. ‘The late Mr. Grove and 
mytfelf formed a connection with Mr. Sutton, 
the celebrated inoculator ; and to inoculate for 
the Smallpox, we took a houfe at Buckover. 
We found in this practice, that a great num- 
ber of patients could not be infeéted with the 
Smallpox poifon, notwithftanding repeated ex- 
pofure under moft favourable circumftances for 
taking the difeafe. At length the caufe of the 
failure was difcovered from the cafe of a farmer 
who was inoculated feveral times ineffeftually, 
_ yet he affured us he had never fuffered the 
Smallpox, but, fays he, ‘ f have had the Cow- 
_ pox lately to a violent degree, if that’s any odds.’ 
We took the hint, and, on inquiry, found that 
all thofe who were uninfe¢table, had undergone 
the Cowpox. I communicated this fa& to a 
medical fociety, of which I was then a mem- 
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ber, and ever afterwards paid particular atten- 
tion to determine the fa&t. I can now, with 
truth, affirm that Ihave not been able to produce 
the Smallpox, in a fingle inftance, among perfons 
who have had the true Cowpox; except a doubt- 
ful cafe which you are acquainted with. I 
have, fince that, inoculated near two thoufand 
for the Smallpox, among{t whom there were a 
great number who had gone through the Cow- 
pox; the exact number of thefe I cannot tell, 
but I know that they all refifted the infection 


of variolous matter. 


With regard to your queftions— 

1. As to danger from the Cowpox. Inthe 
courfe of thirty years I have known numberlefs 
inftances of the difeafe, but never knew one 
mortal, or even dangerous cafe. 

2. Is a perfon fufceptible of the Cowpox 
more than once? I cannot anfwer this queftion. © 

3. Is the Cowpox, in the natural way, a 
more or lefs fevere difeafe than the inoculated 
Smallpox? I think it is a much more fevere 
difeafe in general than the inoculated Smallpox. 
I do not fee any great advantage from inocula- 
tion for the Cowpox. Inoculation for the Small- 
pox feems to be fo well underftood, that there 
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is very little need of a fubftitute. It is curious 
however, and may lead to other improvements*. 
_ 4 Have you ever known any pregnant wo- 
man labour under the Cowpox ? Yes, many— 
but it never produced abortion. ‘The ftate of the 
foetus I cannot {peak of. 

5. Are Cows affected at certain times more 
than at others? They are efpecially affected 
from February to May, when there is the 
greateft number of greafed horfes. 

I cannot procure any Cowpox matter this 
feafon.” 


From Mr. Bird to Dr. Pearfon, O@. 16, 1798. 


Mr. G. G. Bird, of Hereford, whois now at- 
tending medical lectures in London, tells Dr. P. 
that he has very often feen the Cowpox ‘in 
Cows, and human creatures, near Glouceffer— 
that it attacks the fame perfon repeatedly, and 
once the third attack was obferved to be more 
fevere than the preceding ones, but ordinarily 


* JT have ftated the writer’s opinion of inoculation for the 
Cowpox, in obedience to a law impofed on myfelf, of not 
fupprefling any part of the evidence communicated, how- 
ever differently I might reafon on the facts.—Nore dy the 
author of this Inquiry. 
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the reverfe is the fa&. It appears with red 
fpots on the hands, which enlarge, become 
roundifh and fuppurate—tumors take place in 
the armpit—the pulfe grows quick—-the head 
aches—pains are felt in the back and limbs, with 
fometimes vomiting and delirium. It is moft 
common in a wet {pring. No one dies of the 


difeafe. 


Dr. Currie, of Cheffer, informs Mr. ‘Thomas 
that the difeafe called Cowpox is unknown to 
the medical pra€titioners and farmers in Che- 


{hire. 


Dr. Richard Pearfon, of Birmingham, in his 
obliging letter of the 26th Sept. laft, ‘apa, ‘“From 
this arene evidence, (that of medical perfons 
and farmers) I think it may be inferred that the 
- difeafe, which Dr. Jenner calls Variole vaccine, 
‘is not epizootic in the counties of Warwick, 


Worcefter, and Stafford.” 


Dr. Woodville acquaints me, ‘* that not be- 
ing able to procure Cowpox matter, he is mak- 
ing trials with greafe matter: from which, no 
doubt, fome ufeful information will be ob-- 
tained.” 


Bins 
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Extradt of a Letter from Mr. Thomas Wales, 
Surgeon at Downham, Norfolk, dated Od.18, 
1798, to Dr. Pearfon. 


J thall rena to give you fatisfactory all- 
fwers to your queries. 

Previous to my converfation with Dr. Red- 
fearn, I had no knowledge of the difeafe called 
_Cowpox, nor was it known to any medical 
practitioner in this diftri@. But on, inquiring. 
at the dairy-farms, I have got much informa- 
tion concerning the difeafe. I-this day faw two 
perfons who have had the Cowpox. One of 

them, a man above fixty ye ars of age, who has 
been a milker all his life, knows the difeafe 
very well, by the name of Pap-fox, having 
himfelf experienced the diforder a great many 
years ago. He remembers that on that occa- 
fion he was fick at the ftomach, and otherwife 
ill for two or three days. "The eruption on his 
hands was confiderable, and the fingers were: 
fwollen, probably owing to improper, applica- 
tions; the places healed flowly, and left fcars, 
which are evident at this day ; and when the 
hands are very cold, thefe fcars are of a livid 
caf. He had not gone through the Smallpox 
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| before he had the Cowpox, nor has he had the 


Smallpox fince this difeafe, although he has 


- been repeatedly inoculated. 


The other cafe above mentioned is that of a 
young woman, who had the Cowpox fome 
years ago, but never fuffered the “Smallpox, 
although fhe has been feveral times inoculated. 

There are, I find, many other inftances, of 
perfons who have gone through the Cowpox, and 
who have not foe able to take the Smallpox, 
either naturally, or by inoculation. | 

As the public in this part are not at all aware 
of the advantages of inoculation for the Cow- 
pox, there are no inftances of this difeate by 


_ this mode of producing it. 


I do not find that any perfon has had the 
Cowpox more than once; that is, a fever with 
the local affection more than once ; but the lo- 
cal affection, without the fever, has occurred 
in the fame perfon repeatedly. I have met with 
two cafes, in which the matter of the Cowpox, 
by being applied to the eyes, deftroyed the 
power of vifion, from the opacity of the cornea 
fo produced. 

No perfon has been known to die, or even 
to be in danger, with the Cowpox: although 
the axillary glands have been much affected, 
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and the fores on the hands have healed with 
difficulty. 

I have not met with a cafe of a woman who 
has gone through the difeafé during pregnancy. 

No inftance has fallen under my obfervation, 
of a perfon who has gone through the Cowpox 
after having had the Smallpox. 

With regard to Cows: they-are fubjedt to 
the Cowpox more than once. It comes on in 
the fpring, when they firft begin to tafte luxu- 
riant food, but not uniformly every year. One 
farmer informed me, that he thought it broke 
out efpecially when the Cows were fed with 
turnips in autumn; but I do not depend much 
upon this obfervation.”’ 


Remarks on the term VARIOLA VACCINE. 
For the fake of precifion in language, and, 


of confequence, juftnefs in thinking ; and con- 
fidering that there is no other way of difabufing 


ourfelves from many of the errors in phyfic, 


but by the ufe of juft terms ; it 1s not unwor- 
thy of our attention to guard againft the ad- 
miflion of newly appropriated names, which 
will miflead by their former‘accepted import. 
Variola is an affumed Latin word, and its 
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meaning will be popularly underftood in the 
Englifh tongue, by faying that itis a name ofa 
difeafe, better known byanother name, the Sma/l- 
pow. Granting that the word Variola is a deriva- 
tive from Varius and Varus, ufed by Pliny and 
Celfus to denote a difeafe, with {pots on the fkin ; 
the etymological import. of Varioia 1s any cuta- 
neous {potted diftemper: but one of the moft 
formidable and diftin& of the cutaneous order, : 
is. what is called the Smallpox, and, therefore, 
as | apprehend the name Variola has been ufed 
technically xar’ eXoyxyv, to fignify this one kind 
of {potted malady, and no other. 

Now asthe Cowpox is a fpecifically different 
diftemper from the Smallpox, in effential parti- _ 
culars, namely, in the nature of its morbific 
poifon, and in its fymptoms; although the 
Cowpox may render the conftitution not fuf- 
ceptible of the Smallpox ; it is a palpable cata-. 
chrefis to defignate what 1s called the Cowpox, 
by the denomination Variole vaccine; for that 
is to fay, in Englith, Cow-Smallpox, and yet 
the Cow is unfufceptible of infection by the 
variolous poifon. 

To the name Cowsox, or better, perhaps, © 
Cow-pocken* in our language, I think no rea- 


'* Inftead of the modern orthography Small-poX, &c. in 
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fonable objection can be urged. According to 
the more difting& and lucid arrangement of cu- 
taneous diftempers, by Dr. Willan*, the Cow- 
pox belongs ‘to the order, entitled pu/ffules : 
the word fock is known to fignify puffule: and 
the prefix Cow denotes the only animal in which 
the morbific poifon of the difeafe has its yeveces. 
Parther; if hereafter by the practice of univerfal 
moculation, the human animal fhould be a 
much more abundant, and better known fouree 
_ of this morbific matter, than the brute animal, | 
itis fit that.the latter, to which obligations 
will be owing for an ineflimable benefit, fhould 
live in thé grateful memory of mankind; as 
| ought alfo the name of JENNER, who will be 
fo great a PuBLIc BENEFACTOR. 


©) 7 Ey 
QUERIES. 


' It may fave fome perfons the trouble of think- 
ing, and time, if a fet of queftions be flated ; 


which es and cks are denoted by x, it will be, perhaps, 
thought preferable to follow the original orthography, pock, 
with its plural pocken, as the Germans {till do; from whofe 
language we have received the words. 


* Defcription and treatment of cutaneous diforders. Or- 
der 1. Puftulous eruptions on the fkin: by Robert Willan, 
F. A. S. 4to. with plates, Johnfon, 1798. 
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which will ferve to guide obfervation in the ac- 


—quifition of facts belonging to the fubje@ of 


inquiry. For this purpofe the following que- 
ries are propofed : | 
. With refpedt to Brutes. 


1. If a diftemper of Cows has been noticed, 
called the Cowpox, or by any other name; in 


which the breafts, efpecially the paps, are affec- 


ted with puftulous, and generally purple, or 


livid eruptions and fores, by which the hands 


of milkers are infected; what are its fymptoms? 
2. Can any connection be traced betwixt this 
difeafe and the greafe of horfes’ heels? between 


the difeafe and particular kinds of food, and 


water? between it and any particular flates of 
the atmofphere ? between it and any particular 


~ feafon? 


. Is the fame Cow: liable to the difeafe more — 


7 hen once? 


4. Has any tae ever appéared to die of this 


difeafe ? 


5. Is the Cow fufceptible of the Cieabcs by 
the inoculation of the breaits, with greafe matter 
of hortfes ? 

6. Are males of the Ox kind; or other dif- 
ferent kinds of brutes; fufceptible of the difeafe 
by inoculation with Cowpox matter of Cows! 


faye 
7. Have Cows, ina ftate of pregnancy, been 
obferved to be affected with this diftemper? 
8. Is the Cow fufceptible of the difeafe by 
inoculation of other parts befide the breatts ? 
g. Is the Cowpox matter of human creatures 
capable of producing the Cowpox in Cows? 


With refpect to Human Creatures. 


-1. What parts are affected, and what are 
the fymptoms of the diftemper, when contrac- 
ted in the cafual way? | 

2. Has any perfon been fuppofed to be in 
danger, or to have died of this difeafe ? 

3. Is the whole conftitution difordered pre- 
vioufly, or only at the fame time the puftules break 
out ? Does the diforder of the conftitution dif- 
appear on the appearance of the puftules? 
Does the fame, or a. different diforder of the 
conftitution again appear; and under what cir- 
-cumftances in the courfe of the difeafe ? 

4. If in the courfe of the difeafe, when 
there is no diforder of the whole conftitution, ~ 
the infe&tious matter of the Cow, or of the 
human patient already labouring under the Cow- 
pox, beapplied to frefh parts, does a diforder 
of the whole conftitution arife, as well as a lo- 
cal affection; and of the fame kind as thofe 
which have already taken place? 
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s. Is the fame perfon fufceptible of the 
Cowpox local affection, and fever, or diforder 
of the whole conftitution more than once? or 
only of the local affection more than once? In 
the inftances in which the diforder of the whole 
conftitution was faid to have occurred more 
than once, is it not probable that in one cafe 
only the {pecific fever of the infection occurred, 
and in the others a different diforder of the whole 
conftitution, fuch as was merely from the irri- 
tation of the local affection ? 

6. Is the local affeQion of the fame nature 
on a fecond, or on farther attacks in the fame 
perfon, as on the firft ? : 

7. Inthe inflances of Cowpox in perfons 
who had gone through the Smallpox, were the 
local affection and diforder of the conftitution 
of the fame nature, as in perfons who had not 
laboured under the Smallpox ? 

8. Has it been obferved that a perfon has 
ever taken the Smallpox, after having gone 
through the Cowpox? In the inftances in which 
the Smallpox was faid to have taken place, was it 
certain that the preceding Cowpox was attended 
with its {pecific fever, or was there only a local 
affeCtion, or at moft, was there only diforder 
“fymptomatic of the local affection f 
9» Does the Cowpox render the human con= 
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ftitution unfufceptible of any other difeafe, befide 
the Small-pox; or, on the contrary, increafe its 
fufceptibility to any particular difeafes ? 

10. What are the effects of the Cowpox on 
_ pregnant women ? 

11. In the inoculated Cowpox, is the fever 
lefs confiderable than in the cafual way? 

12. In the inoculated Cowpox, is the local 
affection flighter and of fhorter duration than 
in the cafual Cowpox? 

13. How long,after the infertion of the 
matter 1s it before the conftitution is affected ? 

14. If a perfon were to be inoculated at the | 
fame time with the Cowpox and variolous mat- — 
ter, which diforder would appear firft, or what 
other effects would be produced ? 

15. If the Cowpox morbific matter be ap- 
plicd to a fecreting membrane, e. g. to the 
urethra, will it produce a gonorrhea, or puf- 
tulous fores ? 

16. Does this difeafe appear to injure the 
conftitution, by producing or exciting other 
difeafes ? 

17. Does this difeafe appear to eradicate any 
other difeafes already prefent ? | 

18. Does the mildnefs or feverity of the ino- 
culated Cowpox depend upon the quantity of 
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matter inferted ; or on the wounds inflicted for _ 
inoculation ? 

19. Does the Cowpox matter produce the 
difeafe as certainly in its dried as in its fluid ftate; 
and when old, as when recent; and with equal 
mildnefs ? | 

20. Are there any particular ftates of the 
conftitution, in which the Cowpox is particu- 
larly mild; or, on the contrary, fevere; as after 
the Mvafles, Hooping Cough, &c.? | 

21. Are there particular idiofyncrafies in fa- 
milies or individuals, which influence the Cow- 
pox, as is the cafe in the Smallpox ? ? 

22. Is the inoculation of the Cowpox equally ~ 
fuccefsful in infancy, manhood, and decrepit 
age ? 5 

23. Do certain epidemic {tates appear to pre- 
vail, which influence this difeafe? 

Anfwers to the preceding queftions will be 
principally obtained by inoculation for the Cow- 
pox, of which there are many opportunities in 
provincial fituations ; which practice it is one of 
the chief objects of this publication to encou- 
rage. 
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P.S. Extra of a Leiter from Dr. Fowitr io Dre 


Pearson, dated Sarum, O&sber 24, 1798. 


My Due SIR, 

The difeafe called Cowpox is known in this neighbour~ 
hood, only to a few farmers, but they underftand that it. is 
a prefervative from the Smallpox. This morning, Zane Fran- 
‘cis, afervant girl, aged 26 years, was brought tome; fhe 
_ informs me, that fome years aga bluifh puftules arofe on 

. her hands, from. milking Cows difeafed by the Cowpox.. 
Thefe ‘puftules foon became {cabs, which falling off, difco- 
vered ulcerating and~ very painful, which were treated 
by a Cow dodtor, and were long in healing. Some milk from 
one of the difeafed Cows having fpurted on the cheek of her- 
- filter, and on ‘the breaft of her miftrefs, produced on_thefe. 
parts of both perfons, puftules and fores, fimilar to her own, 


on her hands. None of thefe three had. fuffered the Small- 


pox, nor have they gone through it fince that time, ‘although 


they have been much expofed to the infection ; and the fifter _ 


above mentioned has been inoculated three times for the 
Smallpox. The Cow doétor who attended thefe three wo 


men faid, he would forfeit his life if any of them fhould af 


terwards have the Smallpox, 
With fincereft good wifhes for the fuccefs of this, and all 
your undertakings 


| 1 tins &c., &c.. 
| . 
R. FOWLER. 


Notrse.—Mr, Huzhes’ Letter, dated Stroud- Water, Glou- 
cefterfhire, O&. 27, 1798, to Mr. Blifs, Surgeon, Hamp- 
jiead, has been juft fent to the Author, in anfwer to his 
Queries. Unfortunately this valuable letter cannot now be 
publifhed. ‘ Itefpecjally confirms, by a number of inftances, 


the facts of the fafety of the Cowpox, and of its produ- — 


cing unfufceptibility of the Smallpox. 
FINIS. 


